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THE HISTORY OF THE UNITARIAN DOC- 
TRINE. 



INTRODUCTION. 

AFTER the view that has beca 
given of the rife and progrcfs of the 

doftrinc of the trinity, which fprung 
from the abfurdity and myftery of Pla- 
tonifm, and terminated in a myftery fl:ill 
more unintelligible and abfurd, in which 
every thing that is iimple and excellent ia 
chrift^ianity was wholly fwallowed up and 
loft, and a polytheifm little better than that 
Vol. HI. B of 
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of the heathens took its place (for the wor- 
fhip of Chrift led to that of the virgin 
Mary, and a thoufand other perfons, called 
faints) it is with peculiar fatisfadtion that 
I proceed to give .an account of the doc- 
trine of the divifie unify ^ or the Hijiory of 
JJnitarianifm. 

If I had not given what I imagine will 
appear to be a fatisfadtory account of the 
rife of chrijlian idolatry^ it might have ap- 
peared a very extraordinary and linaccount- 
able thing ; confidcring that the Jews, from 
whom the chriftians fprung, were all zealous 
unitarians in th(? time of our Saviour, and 
that they have continued fuch to this day. 
It even appears to have been the great ob- 
jedt of the Jewifli religion, as contained 
in the books of Mofes, to preferve in the 
world the knowledge and worfhip of the 
one true God, notwithftanding the univer- 
fal tendency to polytheifm among all na- 
tions, in the early ages. 

The dodtrine of one great^omniprefent 
being, the maker, and the immediate go- 
vernor of all things, was too great and 
fublioie, I do not only fay, to have been dif-^ 

covered 
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covered by mankind^ but even to be re-- 
tained by any of them, after it was revealed, 
without particular provifions for that pur- 
pofe. Though, I have no doubt, but that 
the firft parents of the human race were 
inftrudted in the knowledge of the divine 
Unity, their pofterity foon adopted the no- 
tion of di£Ferent gods, to whom they ima- 
gined the government of the world was 
delegated ; and their attention to thefe in- 
ferior deities, on whom they thought that 
they more immediately depended, with- 
drew their attention, as it naturally would, 
from the fupreme God, under whom they 
at firft fuppofed that thefe lefler gods had 
aded. Then, being left to their own 
imaginations with refped: to the cbaraSlers 
of thefe gods, and having no models by 
which to frame them befides beings like 
themfelves, they prefently conceived them 
to be of very different difpofitions, fome 
of them cruel and bafe, and others lewd ; 
and of caurfe delighting in cruel, bafe, and 
lewd actions. To procure the favour, or 
to avert the difpleafurc, of thefe gods, they 

B 2 would. 
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would, therefore, pradice many abomU 
nable^ horrid, and atrocious rites. 

The religious ceremonies, and the general 
chara&er and pradice of the heathen world, 
abundantly prove, that idolatry was not t 
mere fpeculative miftake, a thing only 
foolish and abfurd, but of a very ferious and 
alarming nature ; and that it was therefore 
nothing that could be called jealoufy in the 
true God, to take fuch extraordinary mea* 
furcs as the hiftory of revelation reprefents 
him to have taken, in order to cure man- 
kind of their pronenefs to idolatrous wor- 
/hip. It was a part which it became the 
fupreme God, the benevolent parent of all 
his offspring, to take, and what a regard 
to their own happinefs required. The 
mifchief was of fo alarming a nature, that 
the greateft feverities were neceflary, and 
therefore proper^ to be employed for this 
purpofe ; and they muft know nothing of 
the nature and tendency of the ancient ido- 
latry, who find any thing to cenfure in the 
feverity with which the Ifraelites were or- 
dered to a£t, with a view to the extirpation 

of 
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of it from amoog themfelvcs, or the nations 
inhabiting the diftridt that was deftioed 
for them. 

It is not poffible to imagine any in* 
ftmdicMis, or regulations, more proper to 
efied the extirpation of idolatry^ and to 
guard the people from it, than the laws 
of MofeSy interpreted by his repeated and 
earneft remonflrances on the fubjedt with 
refped to the Ifraelites. Let the reader 
only perufe the book of Deuteronomy, and 
Aen form his judgment. And yet, fo re- 
ducing were the idolatrous cudoms of thofc 
times, that their whole hiftory fhews how 
prone the Jews always were to abandon 
their own purer religion, and more iimple 
rites, though, to appearance, fufficiently 
fplendid, and having little of aufterity in 
them. For they had only one faft day in 
the whole year, and three great feftivals. 

But the intention of the Divine Being, 
was equally anfwered by the obedience or 
the difobedience of that people i and after 
a feries of difcipline, they returned fron^ 
the captivity of Babylon, with a new heart 

B 3 and 
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/i«i/ i2 newfptrit^ in this refpcd:. For they 
never difcovered the lead pronenefs to ido* 
latry afterwards ; but, on the contrary, 
always ihewed the mofl: fcrupulous dread 
and jealoufy on this fubjedt. Nay, to a ne- 
glect of their religion, there fuccecded the 
moft fuperflitious attention to the fmallef^ 
pun^ilios relating to \\^ 
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CHAPTER L 

liaf tbe Jews in all Ages were Believers in the 

Divine Unity.. 

TT is impoflible to read the facred books 
of the Jews (with minds freed from the 
ftrongeft prejudices) without perceiving that 
the dodrine of the (fri;/;?^ unity is moft ri- i 
goroufly inculcated in them. It is the uni* 
form language of thofe books, that one God, 
without any affiftant, either equal or fub- 
ordinate to himfelf, made the world, and all 
things in it, and that this one God conti- 
nues to dire<5t all the afiairs of men. 

This is (b evidAit from the bare infpec- 
tion of the books, and the well known 
principles of the Jews in our Saviour's time, 
that even tKe chriftian Fathers, defirous as 
they were to find advocates for their doc- 
trine of the trinity, and prefling even Pla- 
tonifm into the fervice, could not but allow 
it. They ranfacked every part of the Old 

B 4 Teftamcnt, 
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Tcftament, as we have feen, for proofs, or 
intimations, of the dodrine of* the trinity, 
or of the divinity of Chrift ; but» though they 
imagined they found many fuch, yet they 
alvirays acknowledged that the doctrines 
were delivered fo obfcurely, that the bulk 
of the Jewifh nation had not perceived them. 
They thought, indeed, that Moles him* 
felf» and the prophets, were acquainted with 
thefe dodrines i but that there were good 
reafbns why they did not endeavour to make 
them intelligible to the reft of their coun*- 
trymen ; partly^ left it ftiould have hindered 
the operation of their religion to divert 
them from idolatry, and partly, becaufe the 
doArines were too fublime to be commu- 
nicated at fo early a period, and before men's 
minds were properly prepared for them« 
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Chap. I. in the Divine Unity, 



SECTION I. 

The Fa^ acknowledged by the Chrtjiian 

Fathers. 



A 



S thcfc conccffions arc of confiderable 
confequcnce to my argument, I fhall 
produce a number of them, from the ear- 
lieft chriftian writers to a pretty late period^ 
to fliew that it was the uniform perfuafion 
of all thofe who were the greateft friends 
to the dodrine of the trinity. 

I fhall begin with Juftin Martyr, the firft 
who advanced the dodtrine of the perfoni- 
fication of the logos. What the Jews 
thought of their Mcfliah in his time, ap- 
pears very clearly from a paflage in his dia- 
loguc with Trypho, which will be pro- 
duced hereafter. In the mean time, I ihall 
give his opinion with refpedl to the doc- 
trine of the Jews in general on the fubjeft. 
** The Jews," he fays, *' thinking it was 
•* the father of all who fpake to Mofes, 
f* when it was the Son of God, who is 

'^ alfo 
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** alfo called an angel, and an apoftle^ are 
** juftly cenfured by the Spirit of God, and 
^* by Chrift, as not knowing either him or 
"his Father*." 

Clemens Alexandrinus coniidered the 
doftrine of the ceconomy (or that of the 
incarnation of the logos) to be the dodtrinc 
of the perfeSt^ alluded to by Paul in his 
cpiftle to the Coloffians, where he fpeaks 
of their h^mg filled with the knowledge of his 
w///, and of the my fiery 'ujhicb was hid from 
ages and generations^ but now made manifefi. 
to the faints^ " fo that there are other myf- 
'* tcries/' he fays, *' which were hid till 
" the times of the apoftles, and delivered 
*' by them as they received them from the 
** Lordt-" In another paffage he fpeaks 

Ma^e<, th TuxXTKrocyl®- aula oH®' vus th Sfif, o; )c. arfftK®' n^ flwrort- 
Ti®" HEftToJicu^ ^ixMa; Oseyxovlai t^^iam vfo^iHum wmifj^M®"^ ij 3c 
ayin tyi xf'^i ^( ^^ roy tsdk^a^ Js tov vtw tyvuffov* ApoU |« 
p. 94. 

-f To fMrn^un to aroxvipvfjtfjiivcv ofxo tuv aiwm x) cutto ran yt» 
fcon^y vuv s^a^ifoj^ roi^ ofyioig cujIh . oig vi&cMfO'fy ^0; ywfiO'cu^ n 
'TO 'arXiJ®- TYi; 3b{»j$ ra /mm^ia r^a t¥ roig cSveo'iv . «rf ct>^>a (asv ra 
IMnn^wL iTa airoMotfu/xfj^a ax^i rw ogroroAtfy, jy vx avim va^a2b« 
^£vU uf uTTO ra Kugus wagti^ofvpaaof^ Strom. lib. ^« p. 576* 

of 
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of this oeconomy as what chriAians only 
were acquainted with *. 

Tertullian had the fame ideas. ** I 
" adore," fays he, *• the fulnefs of the 
** fcriptures," meaning thofe of the- Old 
Teftament, *^ which manifeft the maker and 
'^ the things made; but in the gofpel I 
*• find the minifter, or the perfon by whom 
*• it was made, and the judge, viz. the word 
'• of the maker f .'^ ** It is the faith of the 
** Jews fo to believe in one God, as not to 
*' acknowledge the Son, or the Spirit. — 
** What is the difference between us and 
" (hem, but this ? What need is there of 
" the gofpel, which is the fubftance of the 
** New Teftament (faying, that the law and 
** the prophets were until John) if from that 
^* period the Father, Son, and Spirit, being 
" three, are not believed to make one God. 

Gentes, Opera, p. 40. 

t Igitur in principio deus fecit coelum et terram. Adoro' 
fcripturse plenitudinem, qux mihi et fa£lorein manifeftat 
et faSa- In evangelio vero amplius et miniftrum atque 
arbitrum regions invenio fermonem. Ad Herm. itSt. 22* 
Ppera, p. 241. 

•• So 
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•• So God would renew his covenant, that» 
" in a new manner, he (hould be believed 
** in, together with the Son, and his Spirit; 
** that God may be known in his proper 
** names and perfons *." 

^ The Jews/' fays Hippolytos, •* ho- 
'^ noured the Father, but they did not give 
** thanks; for they knew not the Sonf.^' 

Origen alfo fays, ** the Jews wert not 

^* acquainted with the incarnation of the 

•* only begotten Son of God J." 

. Eufebius fpcaks of the chriflians as dif- 

ifcring from the Hebrews, in that the latter 

* Judaicae fidei ifta res, fic unum d<;um credere, ut filiuqfi 
adnumerare ei nolis, et pod filium fpiritum. Quid enim 
erit inter nos et illos, xiift differentia ift^ ? Quod opus 
evaxigelii^ qux eft fubftanda Bovi teftamenti, flatuens legem 
€t prophetas ufque ad Joannem, (i non exinde pater et filios 
et fpiritus, trcs credit!, unum deum fiftunt ? Sic deus 
voluit novate facramentum, ut nove unus crederctur per 
filium et fpiritum, ut coram jam deus in fuis propriis no* 
minibus et perfonis cognorccrctur, qui et retro per filium 
ct fpiritum prsdicatus non intelligebatur. Ad Praxeam, 
feft. 30. Opera, p. 518. 

uKtvtyvmav. In Noetum, feft. 14. Opera, p. 16. 

X Deerat enim illis in trinitate etiam de unigeniti incar- 
natione cognofcere. Opera, vol. i. p. 290. 

did 
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did not acknowledge the divinity of Ciirift*. 
He confidered the dod:rine of the divinity 
of Chrift as peculiar to chriilians, and dif- 
tingttifhing them from Jews* ^' If any 
*• Jew/* fays he, ** be aiked^ whether God 
" has a logos^ he will fay, certainly. Every 
** Jew will fay, that he has one, or more of 
'^ them ; but if he be aiked whether he has 
^^ a Stm^ he will not acknowledge it+/* 

Cyril of Jerufalem fays, ** In this refped 
'^ our dodrine is more fublime than that of 
•' the Jews, in that they acknowledge one 
*^ God the Father, but do not admit that he 
*• is the Father of our Lord Jcfus Chrift, 
** in which they contradict their own pro- 
*' phets, who fay, in the fcriptures, The 
** Lord /aid unto me, thou art my Son, this 
^^ day have I begotten theeX.'* Cyril of 

* yLSi ntf ^iohSa (rwogoofle^ eaUa. Demondratio, lib. 4. 
cap. I. p. 144. 

t El yw TK ln^oim tfoOo Tiia, a hor» %x^ ^««f > ^aca/lo^ m$ 

Contra Marcellam, lib. i. p. 4. 

X TcoHn yotp oa ran laiaaav eantle^ PfOKifOf . oc /jta ya^ itpsu 
aw Siov makfa xcSahxpibu toi; ioyfiofft — to ie j^ 'ScS^a eanu th 
Mu^ts n/iU9 Ififfn xf*^9 '^^ ^ va^eokxP^^% '^^ oumiot^ 'af^ofnlatg 

% noAat 



1 4 The JeiVs beiieni^d BboK Ilf ^ 

Alexandria alfo fays, ** the Jews believed 
** that there was a God who was before all 
** things, and after him the creatures, but 
*• nothing intermediate between them*/* 

Bafil ranks the unitarians with Jews/ 
** If any one," fays he, '' fuppofe the Father, 
•* Son, and Holy Spirit to be one, one Being 
** under different names, and that they arc 
*' but one hypoftafis, under three denominx- 
*• tions, we rank him with the Jews f." 

«* The Hebrews," fays Leontius, ** have 
*' only one hypoftafis, or perfon, and one 
** nature of God; plainly admitting no tri- 
" nity, nor faying that God is Father, Son, 

or Spirit, except that they call God Father, 

as the father of all men. They prove this 
•* one hypoftafis from the words of Mofes : 

vm; fjia £1 try, syn ffrifjts^ yeytwyixa a. Cat. 7. p. 102: 

* lutcllcxerunt enini in his qux credita funC, deum qui. 

^ dcm cfle ante omnia, ct poft ilium creaturam, interme- 
dium autfm aliud omnino nihil. Dc Trinitate, lib. 3. 

^ Opera, vol. 2. p. 398. 

Epiii. 73. vol. 2- p. 123. 

** Hear, 






Chap. L in the Divine Unity. t^ 

" Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord thy God is one 
*• Lord^r 

Laftly, Thcophylaft fays, " in the Old 
^^ Teftament God was known to the Jews 
^' only, but not as Father ; he was after- 
'' wards revealed by the gofpel to all the 
" world with the Son f ." 

This is a feries of teftimony, fufficiently 
extenfive for my purpofe, as it clearly (hows 
what was the general opinion among chrif- 
tians cpncerning the ancient faith of the 
Jews ; and it is uncontradicted by any other 
evidence whatever. Some writers of yef- 
terday have maintained, that the Jews al- 
ways believed in a trinity, and that they 

* Igltur Hebrzi unam dicunt bypoftafin (five perfonam) 
iimmque naturam dei ; nuUam plane trinitatem admit* 
tentes, ac neque patrem, neque filiunii neque fpiritum 
fanfium dicentes : nifi forte fie deum, inquiunt, adpelle- 
HUM patrem ; ut qui omnium fit hominum pater. Unam 
ex eo probant efTe hypoftafin dei, quia Mofes dixerit : 
audi Ifraelitica natio, dominus deus tuus, dominus unus 
eft. De Sedis. Bib. Pat. App. p. 1849. 

f El ray xat ly th moO^aa iTwrro, a}^,hlieuoi; /junfoii * mm uit 

m^m, (Ula ru mu. In Rom. Opera, vol. 2. p. 4. 

t expcftcd 
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cxpciScd that their Mcfliah would be the 
feconrf perfon in that trinity ; but the 
chriftian Fathers, who fay juil the con- 
trary, were as much intercfted as any men 
could be, in finding that doftrine among 
the Jews, and they were nearer the fourcc 
of information. 

It was, indeed, imagined, as I have ob- 
fervcd, that Mofes and the prophets were 
thcmfelves acquainted with the my fiery of 
the trinity ; but that they thought it was 
not a proper time to make a full difcovery 
of that doftrine for the fatisfaftion of the 
body of the JcWs. Eufebius fays, that 
*' Ifaiah knew that there was a God in 
*« God*" *' The prophets,'' fays Chry- 
foftom, ** who foretold concerning Chrift, 
** concealed their treafure in obfcure 
** words -f-;" which implies that, in his- 
opinion, they knew it themfelves. " Adam,** 
fays Epiphanius, ** being a prophet, knew 

* Haeuai mpofiHoiy layir®' aafa^ oih Seo9 £p Stm nvat, De- 
nionflratio, lib. 5. cap. 4. p. 225. 

jatp^v Tw %orcufgw. Dc Sigillis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 1 69. 

2 - ** the 
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" the Father, Son, and Spirit, and knew 
" that the Father fpake to the Son, when he 
** faid, LsCt us make man ♦." 

Pope Gregory like wife reprefents the 
people of the Jews as ignorant of the trinity, 
though the prophets might teach it -f-. 

Lib* I. p. 6. 

f Ipfa enim dei cognitio quae apud illam in fpiritalibus 
patribus fuit, nota omni Hxbraeorum populo non fuir. 
Nam omnipotentem deum, fanftam videlicet trinitatem 
cum prophetae praedicarent, populus ignorabat : folum de- 
calogum tenebat in fide, legem trinitatis nefciens. Super 
Exekiel, Horn. i6. Opera, vol. 2. p. 83. F 
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SECTION 11. 

Of the Reafons ivhy^ according to the Cbri/iian 
Fathers J the DoStrine of the Trinity v>as 
not dij covered to the Jews. 

A S the ignorance of the Jews, concerning 
the doiftrine of the trinity, was an ob- 
jedion to the truth of it, which the chrif- 
tian Fathers, who defended it, could not be 
quite cafy under, and they were often urged 
with it, as we fhall fee, by the unitarians ^ 
it may be amufing to know more particular- 
ly in what manner they accounted for thr 
iaa. 

That there fhould be a gradual revelation 
of fo great a myftery as that of the trinity, 
the Fathers thought to be an argument of 
great wifdom on the divine dilpenfations, 
as they were by this means better adapted to 
the different ftates of the world. 

Chryfoflom reprefents Moles as faying^ 
*' that the world was made by God, and not 
** by Chrift, as accommodating himfelf ta 
•' the ftupidity of his hearers. Paul him-- 
** felf," he fays, " was contented to teach 
^^ the fame dod:rine at Athens. But he af* 

" terwards 
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** terwards held a different language in the 
** cpiftle to the Coloflians ; and fays, that 
" God in Chrifi created all things that are in 
*' heaven and in earth. And John, the foa 
" of Thunder, cried, faying. All things were 
made by bim^ and without him was not 
any thing made that was made. But not fo 
" Mofes; and juftly, becaufe it would not 
^ have been proper to give thofe meat who 
" had need to be fed with milk *." 

** As Mofes/' fays Cyril of Alexandria, 
" was flow of fpeech, fo the law of Mofes 
" was flow to explain the reafon of it, and 
'• to open the theology of the holy trinityf." 

* YJuyofi IwiT^JK cefonrfit^ u Mcuwo^ toi/V tlpix^ rw ooov^ sv a^X9 
^ Vfooifjuois TOii^saxjiflspoi^ laicucti 3ta^cyiEv®~, ovh yi k; oILwA®*, 
ly Tu x^'^'v Wfixa roaaJh u ETTiioaig yeyovs th xnouyfjiaK^^ /uc^^A9 
toif tvA^Mi Sto^eyco'Sai airo ruv op»iA£vm laoiiilM zfpo^ caJhsg ny 
}iaaMo0^ae9, tHu XEyw' o Sco; o ^md^oc toy HCfffAov jy vailat ra cf 
aula. Hyixa vpoi Ko^oo'a'aig z7riTt>Xs^fArvciiiTou!kv f^x^/AevK mv oiw^ 
«70^* ihp6i^ aJlcii itaXEyofdxvou n^ ^£7oy7®~, oli BvaJlon zxli^^ ra vailc^ 
ta n ion; apeaot;^ «cj ra $m td^ yvt;. rcc opc3a k) ra aopala^ ule Spcvoi, 
ciTe lu^tofnTe^, tOe ofXfiu, sP'S ^iaffwu^ na zsexyla oiocuIgv /,) ei; aviov £x* 
W3yi * ij luaannK homf Ppovkf vios. t^oa >^uv * 'savia 31 aulou eyevelof 
t^ Xfi^ cunn Eyevrro oi/Se £v. oM* hx .^ Mojt/an; sro?; * tixma;. «3ir 
yap nv B/^yov Tot; eti ya>^xJtTOTpofii(r^at hofjLivoi; npsa; fjtsraiifVM 
rpcpn. In Gal. i. Opera, vol. 2. P» '3- 

f Sicut Mofcs crat tardioris linguae, ita ctiam lex Mo- 
faica eft tardioris linguae ad explicandam ejus quod eft 
rationem, et aperiendam fandtx trinicatis theologiam. Col- 
le^nia. Opera, vol. i.p. 1036. 

C 2 '' Obferve,'* 
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**Obfervc," fays Job the monk, ** the 
" wifdom of divine providence, that to the an- 
** cients the Father appeared fupcrior; in the 
•* new, the Son appeared in fome places to be 
** inferior to the Father, but in many equal 
** to him ; the holy fpirit in many in- 
•* ferior, but in fome equal ; that what is 
•* unequal in human appreheniion, might be 
•• brought to a perfeft equality*/' Ac- 
cording to this writer therefore, the doc- 
trine of the divinity of the fpirit was not 
fully revealed even in the time of the apof- 
tlcs, but was referved for a later period.— 
However, Epiphanius thought that the di- 
vinity of Chrift was taught by the pro- 
phets, though not that of the Spirit. ** One 
*' God," fays he, '* was chiefly preached by 
^* Mofes, a duality -by the prophets, and a 
•* trinity by the evangelills ; this being 
^' fuited to a more advanced ftate of know- 

% Km cnsnni th; ^tsffw v^oroi^ Toy vofo-ofof rz a^ ofgiTm 
(uyop. tfcenip E%xa roig'va^M to im(ov fx^iv : otHogh ttra^v Hccta 
Trtff vtax e¥Mi/iS9 to f^orlop, tok 'sroX^ot; 2k to ifw to it ee/iof 
•sniti^TOK vo7J^( fUP TO Osarkfif^ dNiyoii 3f to nrof. spa wf to amffc9 
to co^ TDs TAW cciApuvw (/9roMh|^ft)^ Fi( i^TVfTta rxa»a:xfin. Phot. 
Bib. S. 222. p. 623. 

•' ledge;- 
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" ledge*." He fays the fame thing in his 
Ancoratus, Sedl. 73. Opera, vol. 2. p. 78. 

The reafon that is generally given by the 
Fathers why the Jews were not inftruded 
in the dodlrine of the trinity is, left it 
(hould afford them a pretence for relapfing 
into polytheifm ; and certainly there was 
great danger of its operating in that man- 
ner. ** The multitude of the Jews," fays 
Eufebius, ** were in ignorance of this hid- 
" den myftery, when they were taught to 
«* believe in one God only, on account of 

** their being frequently drawn into idola- 
" try 3 they did not know that he was the 
** Father of the only begotten Son. This 
'• myftery was referved for the Gentile 
" church, out of fpecial favour to them -f-." 

* 9anr% it pua & ^Aoauffm iacO^tol MaTaTytV^rcu^ ha; h tv 

^ham Mora MotfVi uai ytvsag apfAoCuffaTei iuuuu^ etg yvotaw um vtr»» 
H. 74* Opera, vol. i. p. 899. 

f To is ma&Oi TV laiamv sSvot^ cv ayima trvfxj^B tn MtMpufifUvw 
Tnm fiumpiw^ o^tv ^zov/jlsv iiiiixo-iiSTO iva eiievsu^ iuz to m voT^t^ 
mi^ani owsxfiH viroffupsa^ou . varspa it (ma rov Seoy viou t8 ytOfTtt- 
101^ iryvoci * Tyro ya^ efi/TsanliTo rn 1 1 cdwiv oui>cfifTia to /jwrnpov^ 
maSa rw aSatptrosf XP^ ^^^^rn ieiugfifAswv^ Contra Marcel. 
lib. I. cap. ao. p« 99- 

C 3 Gregory 
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Gregory Nazianzcn, therefore, reprefent- 
ing the propriety of judaifm being aboliflied 
by degrees, fays, " the Father was preached 
** in the Old Teftamcnt, and the Son ob- 
** fcurcly ; in the New, the Son clearly, and 
** the fpirit obfcurely, he revealing himfelf 
** more clearly to us. For it was not fafc 
** to preach the divinity of the Son clearly, 
*' while that of the Father was not under- 
** flood, nor that of the Spirit, while that 
** of the Son was not received, left too great 
^' a burden (hould be laid upon us, or left 
•* we fhould be dazzled with too much 
♦Might, &c^" And Chryfoftom farther 
obferves, that ** the precept, Hear^ Ifrael^ 
*« the Lord thy God is one Lord^ was not 
*' given till after the fin of the golden calff;" 

vtof ofJUficGrrfpQv, tpavifuaev n uouvn tw thov^ vTTtikiit ts wtv/Aorog 
^vfv^iomra^ ilATCoUrivdou vw ro WftufAa. CaipiTtpa$ lyAiv «af f%op 
TTjv tcu/T^ 3ijXfi»<riV , H yap w curfaMg^ fjofffrn Twf Tif maer^oq Scottjtoc 
efjLOhoyY&uffviiy rov uiov tkiri>^g ftnpujkffhcu ' fAj^i tjjj to viou mttpet' 
3fX^*<"'^« ^^ -wvn/^Aa TO ayiw, «v «w» ti j^ roXfJoipoliptv V7nffOfh(i(r- 
Sat. fjm Mo&aTfp rpofn ni imtf iwofuv gap9f»7ej, um iiktaxoi pak 
ca^polipoov A "BJ^OffSahoflif -nj o^Jhv, koi ttf to HcBa iwofUf jwyJl/VEMOwn, 

Or. 37. Opera, p. 608, 609. 

i 07e ywv moiYiaav tov iMcx^t ^ '^^ y^tnfln vfo^vtuvmaitvj 
loll rjHovffov * Kufiof Seo; <n w^tog tig irtv Scr* Jt4< Opera, 
Yol. 5* p. 350. 

I " 
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as if it had not been the intention of pro- 
yidence to give them any fuch precept, if 
they had not previoufly (hewn a difpofition 
to abufe more perfeft inftrudion. 

Job the monk, of whofe writings we h^ve 
a particular account in Photius, comparing 
the great revolutions in the ftate of religion 
to earthquakes^ fays, " As the firft earth* 
quake had cured the world of idolatry, 
by contrary remedies, but concealed the 
difference of hypoftafes ; fo in the laft 
^* times, the Jewifti opinion of one perfon 
*' having gained ftrength in time, and by 
** the law, and having deftroyed idolatry 5 
** the Son then, in a manner worthy of 
*• God, and friendly to man, took flefli, and 
•* revealed the myftery of the trinity by de- 
** grees." He likewife fays, ** the Saviour 
** very wifely fpake lowly of himfelf, and 
** withheld the beams of his divinity, and 
*' prepared to let it fhine forth in works */* 

* Kof XfltSfltTCp onrff^lof ffu^fiof J^iet 7»fif<if]i»f la^ctjo 79 

i/iof rnftKAvIa, ^to^fi'irt^ rt jy ^$Ka.f^^u^»i Kelt ^a^k&, Kttyi* 
C«rf /| X0CI 7« rm TftA^of iulIa /c^/xfor AVAUdLKvrJii /xt/rnf lor. 

C 4 trayu 
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It was cuftomary, as we fhall fee, to re- 
prefent the dodtrine of the trinity as fomc- 
thing fublime^ and of difficult apprehenfion i 
and therefore fit for perfons of ripe under- 
Handing, and deep reflection; of which 
on that account, even the chriftians of the 
firfl: ages were allowed to be ignorant, and 
the common people in general, till a much 
later period. It was natural, therefore, to 
alledge this, alfo, as another reafon why 
the Jews, living in the infant age of the 
world, (hould not have this fublime and 
difficult leflbn taught them. " The Jews," 
fays Eufebius, ** were not taught the doc- 
*' trine of the trinity, on account of their 
^* infant ftate */' Bafil gives the fame ac- 
count -f-, Cyril of Alexandria, fays, " The 

%TAyit cTf Ttiloiif 9h TAva'o^af o a^Tnf rots (Jity f w/xct^/i^ irct- 

*3?9tyoKoyUT^f KAt rw 7fK ^tfoTUTOf ffv1fiTl>^if AVyiHV, TOti Cf* 

yoK S'i TAurnf ^ritft^xit/ct^si^ ATfA'/lur^ kas J^t Autuit t^o<* 

Photii. Bib. fed. 222. p. 619. 

* Kflti rot yifTiA^orri 7«r IhS'awv Aauv. Ec« Thepl, }ib. 
z. cap. 18^ p. 130. 

f Hr yAf 7/9 mf cofxer, ^ "JrfQ rk ko^(jlh tvTv, am (jlip 

701^ U^AyofJLivoif {Tk ^ viiTiQtf Kce74 7nf yfufftv Aviirnn^ 
J'UQV. Bafil, vol. 1. p. 6, 

" dodlrine 
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•' doi^rine of the trinity was taught in 
" types only, and not clearly. For what 
<' rcafon ? Becaufe the light of divine 
" vifion is not eafily acccffible to thofe who 
'' are but lately called to the knowledge 
•* of the truth, and have not their minds 
** exercifed to thofe fpeculations*/' 

Our Saviour faid that divorces had been 
allowed to the Jews on account of the 
bardnefs of their hearts. This alfo is given 
as a reafbn by Eufebius, why the Jews were 
not taught the doftrine of the trinity -f-. 

J^tdL 4roictr AijiAp ; on rm <tf7' KiK\in^%voii t k iTtynfo-ir 
tfAi^d-f ifltr 3^ nK lijfiCn to If tT Avln ^i^pnfJLAo^i Ttif J^ietroiap 
f;^¥^iF, Anr^^i\o¥ mtif upas J^oku ]^ i^ty ecAn'5iv<, to ^af rifif 
-^fOTT^iAf. Contra Jal. lib. i. Jaliani, Opera, vol. 9. p. 19. 

t On 4rf Of TtfF ffKKfifoKdfJ^tav 7« Ui'Aivv hA%. Ec. Theol. 
lib. 3. cap. 20* p. 134. 
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SECTION III. 

The Sentiments of the Jews^ as exprejed by 
tbemfelves^ on the SubjeSl. 

TTAVING fcen what the chriftian Fa- 
thcrs fay in general of the ignorance of 
the. Jews concerning the doftrine of the 
trinity, let us fee what the Jews themfelves 
have faid on the fubjeil, as far as we arc 
able to collect it, either from the writings 
of the chriftian Fathers, or their own. 

As the chriftian Fathers found the doc- 
trine of the trinity obfcurely hinted at in the 
Old Teftamcnt, and particularly in the ac- 
count of the creation, in which God is reprc- 
fented as faying. Let us make man, we may 
wifli to know what the Jews replied, when 
they were urged with this argument ; and it 
is remarkable, that their anfwer was in general 
the fame with that of the unitarian in the 
Clementines, in reply to Simon, who had urged 
that very circumftance, as a proof that there 
were more gods than one. However, there 
is a variety in the anfwers given by the 

Jews to this queftion, but all of them fuf- 

ficicntly 
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ficiently natural, and not improper. Theo- 
dore t fays, ** the Jews fay that when God 
<^ faid lit us make man, ' he ufed the kingly 
«* ftyle*;*' and this feems to be the nfioft 
natural interpretation. But according to 
Tcrtullian, the Jews faid that God addrefled 
hiaifelf to the angels. ** Did he fpeak to 
" angels, when he faid, let us make man, as 
" the Jews fay, who do not acknowledge 
•* the Son ; or, as if he himfelf was Father, 
" Son, and Spirit, did he, fay they, make 
*• himfelf more than one, and fpeak in the 
** plural number t/' This alfo is the an- 
fwer which Bafil reports. " The Jews fay 
" God fpakc to the angels^ when he faid, 
*f /et us make man^' addreffing himfelf to an' 
uni&rian, who he faid was ^* a Jew pre- 
<* tending to be a chriftianj." Cyril of 

* la Geo. xix. Opera, vol. i. p. i;. 

f Aut numquid angelis loquebatur, ut Judaei intcrpre* 
tantur, quia nee ipfi filium agnofcunt ; an quia ipfe erat 
pater, filius et fpiriius, ideo pluralem fe prseftans, pluraliter 
fibt loquebatur. Ad Praxeam, fe£^. 12. p. 506. 

•i^t7ff«r. Horn. 8. Opera, vql. i. p. 105. 

Jerufalem 
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Jerufalem fays, that the Jews acknowledged 
only one God the Father *. 

We may form a very good judgment of- 
the fentiments of the Jews on this fubjedt, 
from the account of a folemn conference be* 
tween Gregentius, a chriftian bifliop, and 
Herbanus, a learned Jew, in the prefencc 
of an Arabian prince, in the fifth cen-» 
tury. As it is the only work of the kind 
that remains of fo early an age, I (hall 
quote feveral extracts from it, to fliew how 
the Jews of that age felt and reafoned. 
. The Jew exprefles his dread of idolatry 
in very ftrong terms. ** The prophet 
*' Mofes," he fays, " if you read the penta- 
*' teuch, pronounces a dreadful curfe upon 
*' the children of Ifrael, from God, the an- 
** gels, and faints, calling in all the ele- 
" ments under heaven, if we fhould ever 
** receive any other god befide the God of 
*' our Fathers, Why then (hould you make 
V any words on the fubjcft ; for God him- 
*^ felf by the prophets ftridtly orders us, 

* Of 70 fJLVf iiVAi (ret $i09 VdTifd KdffAS''iX^'''^ ^^^^ 
Jloy//4^l. Cat* 7. p. 102* 
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•' faying, there (hall be no other god in 
•* thee, nor (halt thou worship a ftrange 
" god ; I am the Lord thy God, who 
♦' brought thee out of the land of Egypt, 
•' What think you of this *?" 

** It is grievous to me to defert the God 
" of the law, whom you acknowledge to 
be a true god, and to worfliip a younger 
god, not knowing whence he fprung-f-." 
•* Whence do you derive your faith in 
" the Father, Son, and Spirit, and intro- 
•« duce three ftrange gods:};.'* "Where 
*' did any prophet foretcl that Chrift was 
"to he GqJ mariy as you fay||." "Why 

At7«tffi»r 7f6eix€F nfJiif tou vioa lo-petvAy ato •d'etc j^ ray a.y* 
y0.tuf, 3^ Tuv aytM'f ^H( «) vAifjet 7 a ^oix^a ta vt m^av^y 

^5» 7a¥ -^rctjipwr. T/ nr koirof ^o\VTfAyfjL6n/f ; jy yxp lA 
«tv7»f ^iof J'tA Ttf ifpophTH *tfAfiyfvA iifjiiv f^iyuv • k;c erai 

^fltp C//Kf XVflO; ^iQi Ctl, AfAyAyfiiV a €X 7ifl{yflS A/^i/t- 
7» * Tl HV S'OKit ffOi <9f Of 7<eC/Ttf. P. 56. 

t OtyjiHr Pfltpi/ fJLOi €5*1 KarxKi'TTW ror d^iov tx rawu, of ;ri 
^t/ fJLAffvfUfp 07/ €ri d;^f tfXn^iictf, )y ^vpocuvpna'aA •^le^ 
ye6>7€p«»9 'sroSsr €'Ti/0'«t;(^'5ii'T/ kk uJ'ttf. Ibid. p. 115. 

t FlOj^Sf HF i^i^Adff^i 'W0t7tf 4 A^ Wor ^^ VPtVfJLA Zrtg-iVUT, 
^ CiO-f «f£7€ «/< 70 /U5(rot' 7f ilf ^CKf A}>iOltOTH<. Ibid. p. 6. 

• ;(^f/rof> if 7^9'jroy AtAtf/ituotf. Ibid. p. 1 12. 

** did 
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** did not- God order Mofes and the pro- 
•* phets to believe in the Father, Son, and 
** Holy Spirit, but yourfclves only^ who 
*• have lately difcovered it^ as you pre- 
*' tend V 

•* How do you call your Chrift God, if 
*' my God has chofen him, 8cc. He cannot 
** be a god, of whom you acknowledge it 
** is faid in the prophet, / have made tbet 
^^ Jirong. How can you call him your God 
*' and Saviour, who, as the prophet witnef-* 
*' i^%^ can do nothing without my Godf ?'' 

Laftly, having quoted the words of the 
prophet, " / have heard thee in an acceptable 
** time^ I have formed thee y he fays, '* How 
*' dare you then make him equal to him 
** that formed him J?" 

vtjLiv fi:»i^i 7H70 i^iVfUKoo^tVt ff vii^ti ^flC^f. Gfcgcnt. p. 7.. 

t KflM a «T»f «X.*'» '^^''^ *^* Tf 0X6) 7CV yjiTov CV ^OV *tf^O* 
fferyofiVilf^ €P a ^lOf tfJiOf sJg/i^ATO, KCU nyctTiWtt Kill 7dL' 

7» *apo^ti7H, QH %yet yap nui t/ia'j(^vffa'( o't • 'zj*; /i jc«i 

ATroKUHi^ IIV7GV ^iOP KOA Ctt7t\^tt C^ t Qf 7 If KOL^Ui I) ^pO^II ■ 

7iiA /x«tfTt;;€/, AV%v T« €a» 0$v ^fttT]iiV 7/ tf J'uvATcui Ibid. 
f. III. 

t n«»f vr rv 7f A/<tf( itf'cj' T4» crA«rii <i/7< ^*o9 ovofAA^^f 
IbiJ. p. 151^ 

*^ Thi 
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«* The doftrine of the trinity," fays the 
Rabbi Ifaac, in his Munimen Fidei^ ** as 
«« held by learned chriftians, reds on the 
" flighteft evidence, and is contrary to the 
" doiflrine of the prophets, the law, and 
?* right reafon, and even to the writings of 
;" the New Teftament. For the divine 
*^ law gives its fandlion to the unity of 
?* God, and removes all plurality from 
*' him *." This writer fhcws, in many 
places, that the do6trine of the trinity is 
not taught in the New Teftament. See p. 
397. 403. 418, &c. 

The contempt which the author of a 
Jewifti treatife, entitled, Nizzacbon Vetus^ 
cxprefles for the chriftian dodrine qf God 
being confined in the womb of woman, i« 
peculiarly ftrong-f-. As to thofe who faid 

^ Accedit his, quod dogma de trinitate falfum eft, ct a 
i|uibufdani eruditis Nazarenorum, rebus ieviflimis, fine ulla 
vero prophetico fundamento recens fuperftruflura, quodque , 
legi divina?« verbis prophctarum, humanae rationi, di^Elifque 
plurimis fcriptorum novi teflamenti repugnat. Quippe lex 
divina comprobat dci unitateni, omnemque pluralitatem ab 
cofcgrcgat. p. 113. 

f Qupmodo igitur ifte deus efle pofTct, qui fceminam 
jplenum immundiciis ventrciiihabtntein, ingreflus eft ? £1 

quern 
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that Mary was not rendered unclean by the 
birth of Jefus, he fays the contrary is evi- 
dent, from the offering that fhe brought- 
for her purification*. 

Having feen what the chriftians, both 
unitarians and trinitarians, and alfo what 
the Jews, thought of the dodtrine of the 
Old Teftament concerning God, it may be 
fome farther (atisfadion to know in what 
manner the heathens decided in this cafe* 
We have the opinion of the emperor Julian 
on this fubjeil, and it is decifively in fa- 
vour of the Jews, and the unitarian chrif- 
tians. He fays, " Mofes not only once, or 
'' twice, or three times, but many timea . 

qu<un toties mater illius, novem gravidifatis menfibus, eo 
detulit, quo fatura itabat ? Quiquc tenipore nattvitatis 
cdltus eft inquinatus, et fordens, involutus fecundinis, et 
abominabilis fanguine partus ac profluvii. Nizzachon. 
V^tus, p. 7. 

* Quod fi dicat adverfarius: non inquinatus fuit intra 
vifcera ejus. Nam, cum in Maria muliebris confuctudo 
defeciflet, intravit earn fpiritus, exivitque fine dolore, et 
fine fanguinis forditie. Ad hsec refpondere licet : amton 
vos fatemini eam obtulifle facrificiom puerperarum, cujus 
immundities caufa erat ? Idem enim facrificium ofFere- 
bant leprofus, haemorrhoufa, et puerpera, par turturum, 
aut duos puUos columbjirum. Ibid. 

** commands 
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" commands to worfhip only one God, 
^* who, he fays, is over all. He mentions 
" no other God, but only angels, and lords, 
'* and many gods," that is, the heathen 
gods, ** This great Being he made to be 
" the firft, but he made no fecond, like him, 
*' or unlike him, as you have done. If you 
" can produce a fingle expreflion in Mofes . 
** to this purpofe, do it. That faying of 
" his, A prophet Jhall the Lord your God 
*^ raife up unto you^ of your brethren^ like 
" unto me^ hear him^ is not faid of the fon 
" of Mary. But if this be granted to you, 
" he fays that he fhall be like to himfelf, 
•« and not to God, a prophet like himfelf, 
" of man, and not of God*." 

* O'toow Mftw>if 8« a^a|, ^i Ji;, Ml rp^, a»a 'oT^iroKv^ sva 
9nr juoior eim rtfjiavj ov %) x} e^i vcuriv ofOfiuxi^u^ ^bw h eIe^v «3bf • 
lUf cdyiXsi 9e qvc^mo^ei, %) m/^s;, x!J fievroi x^ ^eag tsKeicvag • s(oufeh$ 
i Tor v^flAv, cPOscv ie zx vxnyjftfs Sei/Ie^, tile ofxoiovy tile caofMiw^ 
wa^tgm^ ¥iAm ctTTBiitfyoj^e • u 0£ trt 'sjh ^ao vim uTref rtlosv fua 
llittnmg fnJif^ rcuHnif tn iutcuot 'or^s^etv. To yo^ , ^^o^Um vfiif 
tButn/ru Mu^ieg o ^tc^vfMv^ ex iw o^EA^y y/Aavy a; ifis * oJIh omh* 
firSk' luOdTa fjLBf m IM (f^7a( mt^. rn yswv&rU^ em Maytag • e: JV . 
iKifiMr tiKMa (rvYXfi>fnffuey^ sau% pta-iv aylov ofMm yswno'tffdat^ %) h 
Yif im ' mfopiSm uffve^ taulov^ "S ii ca&fnvajv^ a?^ w zm. Sek • Cy« 
III ContraJ.il. lib. 8^ Julia li. i ^pcra, vol. 2. p. 253. 

Vol. III. D It 
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It has been feen that Philo perfonified 
the logos as much as the chriftian Fathers^ 
and that they probably Iparnt of him the 
do(3:rine of a divine logos being the medium 
of all the communications of God to the 
patriarchs, and of this principle occaiionally 
afTuming ^ vifible form. But Philo had na 
idea that this dodrine had any connexion 
with that of the Mefliah, as he gives no 
hint that this was a character to be afTumed 
by the logos ; nor does it appear that the 
Jews in any age had fuch an expedtation ; 
though this has been pretended by fpme 
modern chriflians. 

It is unqueflionable that, in our Saviour's 
time, the Jews expedted no other ^ha? a 
man in the charafter of their Meiliqih, 
Mary, the mother of Jefus, evidently ex- 
pected that the Mefliah was to be born in 
the ufual way, of two human parents. For 
when the angel informed her that fhe (hould 
conceive and bear a fon^ who (hould be 
called the fon of the higbeji^ and to whom 
God would give the throne of his father 
David^ fhe replied, Luke i. 34. How Jhall 

\ I this 
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this be, feeing I know not a man. Our Sa- 
viour could not poflibly have puzzled the 
Jewifh dodors as he did, by afking them 
how David could call the Mefliah his lord, 
when he was his fon, or dcfcfendant, on any 
other principle. For if they had them- 
iclves been fully perfuaded that the MefGah, 
though defcend^d from David, was the 
maker and God of Davids a fatisfadtory 
anfwer to his queftion was very obvious. 
Origen reproaches Celfus for his ignorance, 
in not knowing that the Jews never believed 
that the Mefliah would be God, or the Son 
of God*, Facundus very properly faysi 
that " Martha and Mary would never have 
** faid to Chrift, if thou hadjl been here, had 
" they thought him to be God omniprefent/* 
This writer alfo fays, that the Jews always 
had expected, and that, in his time, they 
did expedt, a mere man for their Mefliah, 
" They did not know," he fays, ** that 
" Chrifl:, the Son of God, was God ; but 
" they thought that Chrifl: would be a mere 

* Om ofSs /xfvroiyc. o7i s zsosm n Ih^moi y^ynci ^sov ovla rot 
^^prvmcOaSvffi^^at^ n Sc8 viov- Con. Celfum, lib. 4. p. 162* 

D 2 " man, 
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** man, which any one may perceive that 
'* the Jews at this time alfo think*." 

Many chriftians imagine, that the child 
called Immamtel by Ifaiah (chap. vii. .8.) 
muft be . God, becaufe the word fignifies, 
God with us. But the Jews underftood 
their fcriptures, and their own ideas with 
refpedt to giving names, too well to draw 
any fuch inference from this circumfiance. 
Eufebius fays, that they afferted it was not 
even the Mefliah that was intended by Im- 
manuel, but only fome common child -f-, 

Bafnage, who ftudied the hiftory and 
opinions of the Jews nSore carefully, per- 
haps, than any other modern writer, and 
who has written largely on this very fub- 
jedt, though a trinitarian himfelf, has ex- 
ploded flll the pretences of Cudworth, and 
others, to find the dodrine of the trinity, 

* Sed non propterca Chriftum del filium, deum fcic- 
bant ; hominem autcm purum arbitrati funt Chriftum.— 
Quod ctiam nunc putantcs Judasos quilibct videbit. Lib* 
9. cap. iii. p. 139. 

CT/HKraiv o< tK 'arefi7c/i»if. In Ef. cap. 9. Montfaucon's Col- 
Icdio, vol, 2. p. 391. 

either 
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either among the ancient or the modern 
Jews. ** The chriftianS and the Jews/' 
he fays, *' feparate at the fecond ftep in 
•• religion. For after having adored toge- 
" ther one God, abfolutely perfeft, they 
"find immediately after the abyfs of the 
"trinity, which entirely feparates them,* 
" The Jew confiders three perfons as three 
" Gods, and this tritheifm (hocks him. 
" The chriftian who believes the unity of 
" one God, thinks that the Father, the Son, 
"and the Holy Spirit, fliould all be called 
" God, and have the fame worfhip. It is 
impoflible to reconcile opinions fo con- 
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* '* Lcs Chretiens s'ecartent des Juifs dcs le fecond pas 
^^ qu'ils font dans la religion. Car apres avoir adore en- 
*' fcmbie un dieu, fouverainement parfait, ils trouvcnt un 
'* moment apres I'abime de la trinite, qui les fepare, et lcs 
*• eloigne fouverainement. Le Juif regarde trois perfon- 
** nes comme trois dieux, et ce tritheifme lui fait horreur. 
^^ Le Chretien, qui croit I'unite d'un Dieu, veut a mcme 
^* terns q'on donne ce titre au pere, au fils, au Saint Efprit, 
^^ et q'on les adore. II eft impoffible de concilier des opi- 
'^ nions (i contraires ; cependant il y a des theologiens 
'' hardis, qui ont tente de le faire/' Hift. des Juifs, lib. 4. 
cap. 3. kSk. I. 

D 3 This 
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. This writer alfo fays, that '* the Jews 
♦* confider themfelves as bearing their tcfti- 
** mony to the unity of God among all thQ 
'* nations of the world*.'* How far the 
Jews of late years are from admitting the 
divinity of the Meffiah, we may judge from 
what Orobio faid in his controverfy with 
Limborch, viz. that, admitting what is im- 
poflible, that the Meffiah whom they ex- 
pert fhould teach that dodtrine, he ought 
to be ftoncd as a falfe prophet -f-. 

It has, however, been imagined by fome, 
that the Jews had a knowledge of the docr. 
trine of the trinity, that it fpread from thetn 
among the Gentiles; and that traces of it 
may be perceived in the myfteries of hea- 
then religions* But if this be the cafe, it 
is obvious to aik, why are no traces of this 
doftrine to be found in the Jewifli fcrip- 
turcs, and the Jewifh worfhip? Or, if the 

* '* Les tcmoins de Tunite de dicu dans routes les na* 
** tions du monde." Hift. des Juifs, lib. 7. cap. 33. feft, 

f Dato impoffibili quod Meffias, quern expe£laxnus, 
cam dodrinam [v. g. fe equalem effc deo] Ifraclcm edo- 
ceret, jure foret, ut pfcudopropheta, lapidandus* Lira- 
bcrch's Arnica Collatio, p. in. 

Jews 
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Jews had once been in poflefllon of this 
knowledge, but had loft it in the time of 
our Saviour, why did not he, who redified 
other abufes, redlify this, the moft impor- 
tant of them all. 

If an expedtation of a Mefliah had been 
prevalent amqng the Gentiles, we fhould 
certainly perceive fome traces of it in their 
writings. It might have been expeded, 
both on account of the interefting nature, 
and the obfcurity of the fubjed:, that there 
would have been different opinions about 
it, that it would have been a common topic 
in their philofophical fchools, and that 
their hiftorians would have given fome ac- 
count of the origin of fuch an expedtation. 

The fixth eclogue of Virgil may be al- 
ledged as a proof of fuch an expectation. 
But I do not imagine that any perfon now 
thinks that Virgil himfelf ever expefted 
fuch a perfonage as he defcribes. The ufe 
that a poet might make of a vague report 
of a prophecy (brought probably from the 
caft, and ultimately from the Jewilh fcrip- 
turcs) but ferioufly believoii by no perfon 

D 4 that 
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that we know of, merely to embellifli a 
poem, is one thing ; but the adlual and uni- 
verfal expectation of fuch a perfon, is ano- 
ther 



SECTION IV. 

Of the Jewijh ^ngel MtT at Koi^, (Sc. 

TN the third of Ben Mordecai's Letters, 
written by the late Rev. Mr. Taylor of 
Portfmouth, p. 72. 1 find the following ex- 
traordinary paragraph : ** Among the no- 
** tions of the more modern Jews, we muft 
*' alfo obfcrve, that the Cabbalifts believed 
'* ElShaddai to be the fame perfon as the 
** angel Metatron^ whom they fuppofed to 
** be the inftrudor of Mofes, and the Mef- 
'* fiah, i. e. as Dr. Allix cxpreffes it. He 
*' was, according to the chriftian phrafc, 
*' the logos before his incarnation, or, ac* 
** cording to the jewifh phr^fe, the foul of 
** the Mefliah, whom they look upon as 
^* foQiething between God and the angels, 

*^ whom 



Chap. I. in the Divine Unity. 41 

** whom noticing feparates from God." 
Allix, p. 456 *. 

*• Biihop Pearfon, in proving, by fcvcral 
" arguments, that Chrift is called Jehovah, 
" fays, the Jews themfelves acknowledge 
" that Jehovah (hall be clearly known in the 
*' days of the Mefliah, and not only fo,but 
'* that it is the name which doth properly 
** belong to him, for the proof of which he 
" quotes the book Sepher Ikkarim^ \\. 8. 
" The fcripture calletb the name of the Me/Jias 
** yebovah our righteoufnefsy and Midrafli 
^' Tillim, on Pf. xxi. God calletb the MeJJtas 

* Here Mr. Taylor infcrts the following note in French, 
but I (hall give it in Englifh :, Calmbt, on the word Meta^ 
tron^ fays, '* The Hebrews give this name to the firft of 
*' the angels, him who conducted them in the wildernefs, 
** and of whom it is faid, in Mofes, I Jhall fend my angel to 
•* go before you. He afted towards the Ifraelites the part 
^^ of the oiEcer whom the Romans called Metator. He 
'^ marked out the encampments, traced the form of them^ 
^< the dimenficns, extent, &c. He is thought to be the 
*< archangel Michael, who was at the head of the people 
** in the wildernefs, that it was he who wreftled with Ja- 
*' cob, who is called the face ofGod^ in Exod. xxxiv. 14. 
^< and who is the mediator between God and man ; that 
^^ he writes down good anions, and keeps a regiiler of 
'^ them." 

''by 
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^* by his own name^ and his name is Jehovah, 
** as it is, Ex. xv. 3. The Lord is a man of 
** war^ Jehovah is his name. And it is writ- 
" ten of the Mcflias, Jer. xxiii. 6. And this 
** is the name which they Jhall call him, Jeho^ 
•^ vah our rigbteoufnefs. Thuj» Echa Rab- 
** biti. Lam. i. 6. What is the name of the 
*^ Meflias ? Rabba faid, Jehovah is his 
•* name, as it is faid, Jer. xxiii. 6. The 
** fame he reports of Rabbi Levi ; and the 
** Bifliop concludes, that the Rabbins then 
•* did acknowledge, that the name Jehovah 
•* did belong to the Meflias." 

Confulting Dr. Allix'sown work on the 
fubjedl, I find the following reference to 
authorities for what he advances : ** See 
•* Reuchlin, L. i. De Cabala, p. 651. where 
*' he proves Metatron to be the Mcfliah 
^* from their writings ; or, in fliort, tak6 
<* the confeflion of Manaflfeh Ben Ifrael, 
** (^ 6. In Gen. f. ^r The former of 
thefe authors I have not, and in the 
latter I find no fuch paiTage as Dr. Al* 
lix quotes. But as there is abundant 
evidence that the Jews in general, and 

in 
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in all ages^ from the time of our Savi- 
our to the prefent, confidered their Mefliah 
as a mere man, and a proper defcendant of 
David, I own that I am difpofed to ex- 
amine, with fome rigour, any pretended evi- 
dence to the contrary ; though the fpecula- 
tive opinions of fome of the Cabbalifts 
among them is a thing of little confequence, 
when they can be proved to be different 
from thofe that were entertained by the 
nation in general. 

What Calmet fays concerning the angel 
Metatron in Ben Mordecai's note, has no re- 
lation to the Mefliah ; fo that the moft that I 
fhould be difpofed to infer from what the 
Jcwifli Cabbalifts may have faidon the fub- 
jcd: would be, that this Metraton was fome-* 
thing fimilar to what Philo reprefents xh^ logos 
as being, namely an e^ux of the divinity^ but 
no being, or p erf on, permanently diftinguifti* 
cd from him. And it is highly improba^ 
ble, that any Jew fhould have fuppofed that 
their Mefliah, a man defcended from David, 
would have no proper human foul, be- 
fides this Metatron, or logos, fupplying the 
place of it ; though they might fuppofe the 

Meffiah 
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Mefliah to be diftinguiflied by the prefencc 
and influence of this divine efflux. 

The Jewifli Cabbalifts might eafily admit 
even that the Mcfllah might be called Jeho-- 
vaJb, without fuppofing that he was any 
thing more than a man, who had no exifti* 
cnce before his birth. That it muft . have 
been the mere name, and not the nature of 
God, that the Jews fuppofed their Mefliah 
to partake of, is all that can be admitted in 

the cafe. Several things in the fcripturca: 
are called by the name of Jehovah, as J'eru- 
falem, in the paflage above quoted, is called 
Jehovab our righteoufnefs *, but this never led 
the Jews to fuppofe, that there were two 
Jehovahs, a greater and a lefs. Nothing 
can be more expreflly declared, than that 
there is but one Jehovah ; and in the paf- 
fages quoted by Bifliop Pearfon, there is no 
intimation of there being two Jehovahs ; fo 
that if the Mefliah be Jehovah, there mufl: 
have bepn no other Being above him, which 
Mr. Taylor would not fuppofe. 

From reading the above quoted pafllage 
from Mr. Taylor, the reader would con- 
clude, that it was the univerfal opinion of 

the 
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the Jcwiih Cabbalifts, if not of the Jews ia 
general, that this great angel Met a iron was 
the foul of the Mefliah. But this would be 
a miftake ; for Beaufobre quotes fome of 
them, who faid,. that the foul of the Mef- 
fiah was the fame that had been the foul of 
Adam, and likewife that of David. The 
Cabbaliflic proof of this myftery, he fays, is 
the letter A in Adam^ meaning Adam, the 
D David, and the M theMeffiah. Hiftoire 
de Manichcifme, vol. 2. p. 492. So little 
dependence is there on the whimfical and 
uncertain notions of thefe Jewi(h Cabbalifts. 
However, when they are quoted, they ought 
to be quoted fairly. Mr. Taylor probably 
faw nothing of them, but what he found in 
Dr. Allix. . ' 

Bafnage gives a large account of the 
Jewifti angel Metatron^ ftiewingthat he is 
the fame with the angel Michael, concern- 
ing whom the Jews had many abfurd fan- 
cies. He particularly fliews, that the name 
of God being in this angel, means nothing 
more than that the letters of the words Me^ 
tatron^ piID!OD, and thofe oi^hizdaty \^'TO, con- 
fidered as numerals exprefs the fame num- 
ber 



46 Thi: Jewt beliei)ed Book IIL ' 

ber, viz. 314, lib. 4. cap. 19. vol. 3. 

p. 137; 

Many ixiiftakfes on this fubJ€<Sl have been 

occafioned by its being taken for granted, 
that what is faid of the logos may be applied to 
the Mejfiab^ becaufc the generality of ch(if« 
tians have fuppofed them to be fynonymous. 
But this was not the cafe with the Jews | 
and there is a paffage quoted by Bafnage, in 
bis Hiftory of the Jews, L. IV. c. xxiv. f. 9, 
which {he\ys, that fome of their writers con* 
iidered them as quite diflinft from each 
other, ** Jonathan fays, that the Mefllah 
** and Mofes will appear at the end of the 
** world, the one in the dcfart, and the other 
** at Rome, and that the word^ or the logos^ 
•* will march between them." 

Till I fee much more evidence than I 
have yet met with (and I have not fparcd 
any pains to come at it) I cannot admit that 
any Jew ever fuppofed that their Meffiah 
cither prq-exifted, or was, properly fpeak* 
ing, God,^ 

With refpefl: to all thefe pretences to 
make the Jews favourable to the dodrine 
of the trinity, Mr. Bafnage fays, '* They 

'* cannot 
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** cannot be advanced without the authors 
" of them deceiving themfelves. The 
" Jews will never," he fays, *' be con- 
vin(^ed by endeavouring to perfuade them 
that they believe what they do not believe^i 
and that they do not oppofe the doftrine 
" of the trinity, which is the principal ob-» 
" jedt of their blafphemies." 
He mentions a Jewifh writer, Jacob, the 

fon of Amram, who laughs at the pretenfions 
of chriftians to bring proofs of tlie trinity 
from the cabbala. *' The cabbalifts," fays 
he, ** under feveral of the letters conceal 
" myfterics which the vulgar cannot dif- 
" cover, they only meant to teach the unity 
*' of God> and to explain his attributes, and 
** they were very ignorant who looked into 
** their writings for the trinity*." 

* Mais pcut-on avancer, cela fans.vouloir fe trompcx^ 
puis que Tunite d'un dieu le dogme capital de Jui&, et que 
la pluralite des perfonnes fait le plus grand obftacle a leur 
converiion. — —On ne convaincra jamais Ics Juifs, lors 
qu*on s'entetera de leur perfuader qu'ls ont cru ce qu'ils 
ne croient pas, et qu'ils nc s'oppofent point au dogme de 
la tiinite, qui eft le principal object de leurs blafphemes. 
■ ■ Jacob, fils d'Amram, dans un ouvrage manufcri( 
qu'il intitule la porte de la vcrite, fe mocque des chretien^ 
qui tircnt de la cabbale des preuves pour la trioitat^. Car, 

dit 
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How far Manaffeh Ben Ifrael was from 
fuppofing that there was any trinity in the 
divine nature, appears from the very feclion 
that Dr. Allix has quoted, which contains 
his interpretation of Gen. i, 26. And God 
faid. Let us make man. After reciting a 
variety of interpretations, he concludes as 
follows, '^ Or fliall we fay that, what feems 
** to be of greater confequence, we gene- 
" rally undertake with more ftudy and de- 
** liberation, and therefore that the fcrip- 
*^ ture, in defcribing the creation of man, 
" makes ufe of the plural number. Let us 
*' make^ which is the language of a perfon 
** commanding and exciting himfelf to un- 
*' dertake and do any thing ; fo that God 
** would fhew that all other creatures were 
•' made for the ufe of man. But whether 
** God be fuppofed to fpeak to all fecond 
** caufes, or to intelligencies only, or to the 
** elements, or to fouls, or to ufe the ftilc 
*« of a king, or laftly, whether he be fup- 

dit il, les cabbaliftcs enferment fous Tccorcc dc la lettrc des 
myftcres que Ic vulgaire ne decouvrc pas. Les theolo- 
giens n'ont deflein que d' cnfcigner, I'unitc de dicu, ct 
d'expliquer fcs attributes ; et il faut etrc ignorant pour 
chcrcherchezeuxlatrinite. L.7. c.34. vol. 4. p. 2 159* &c. 

** pofed 
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" pofcd to excite or command himfclf, all 
" ground of controverfy is removed. For 
** it docs not follow, that there is any mul- 
"tiplication of the firft caufc, which is 
" moft fimple, and one, becaufe the phrafe, 
"Z^/ us make, is ufed. For Mofes might 
" very fafcly make ufe of this language, 
" fince he every where moft clearly teaches, 
" that there is but one God ; and, there- 
" fore, he only will defend his error by 
" thcfe words, who knowingly and wil- 
" ingly errs *." 

* Aut dicemus, plcrumque id, quod majoris momenti 

videtur, major! quoquc ftudio ct dtliberatione nos aggredi : 

ideoquc fcripcuram in creaiionc hominis peculiar! modo 

loqui in plurali, faciamus : quod vcruum videtur impe- 

rantis fibi ipfi, et ad fufcipicndum ac faciendum aliquid 

incitantis : eaquc re oftendere dominus vult, omnes reli- 

quas creaturas fuo beneiicio creatas. Sed five cum om- 

nibus fccundis caufis loquatur deus, five cum intclligentiis 

tantum, five cum dementis,^ five cum animis, five rcgio more 

Iixc dicat, feu dcnique inciter femetipfum, fibique imperet, 

conciliatione ejufmodi tota tollitur controverfia. Ktcnim 

non quia faciamus dicitur, inde fequitur multiplicatio ali- 

-qua primne caufse, quae fimpliffima eft et unica. Mofes 

vero caufum cur ita fcriberet, juftam habuit, quia clarif- 

fime paflim docet unicum numen cfle; eoque foJus is, 

qui fcicns volcns errat, his verbis crrorem fuam dcfcnfurus 

eft. Conciliator, p. 12. 

Vol. III. E CHAP. 
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CHAPTER II. 

General Confulerations relating to the fuppofed 
Condu£i of Chrifi and, the ApoJlJeSy ivitb 
ReJpeB to the Dodlrines of hh Pre-exijlence 
and Divinity. 

'T^ H E whole nation of the Jews having 
been fo well grounded in the great 
. doArine of the divine unity ^ ever fincc their 
return from the Babylonifli captivity, and 
their attachment to it having ftrengthened 
continually, as the whole of their hiftory 
fhews, efpecially in confequence of their 
perfecution by Antiochus Epiphanes, and 
during their fubjedion to the Romans (in 
which their utter abhorrence of every thing 
that had the appearance of idolatry^ is it^n 
upon all occafians) and this being well- 
known to, and allowed by all the chriftian 
Fathers ; it could not but, even in their 
idea, require the greateft caution and ad- 
drefs to teach them any doftrine that could 
be conftrued into an infringement of it. 

That 
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That the dodrine of the divinity cf Chrifl 
had this appearance, thofe IV^thers acknow- 
ledged ; when they fuppofed that Mofes 
and the prophets could not teach it, left it 
fhould have given the Jews a pretence for 
relapfing into the worfhip of many Gods, 

They co\ild not imagine that this diffi- 
culty would be at all removed by the chrif- 
tian doftrine of Jefus being the Mcfliah. 
Bccaufe it was well known to them that the 
Jews expedled nothing more than a man for 
their Meffiah ; and even a man born in 
the ufual way, a proper defcendant of Da- 
vid. Their'higheft expc(flation concerning 
the Meffiah was, that he would be a great 
prince, a conqueror, and a legiflator, and 
perhaps that he would not die. The pro- 
bability is, that they imagined that the race 
of their kings defcendcd from David would 
be revived in him, and continue to the end 
cf time. But all this is far fliort of the 
deification of the Meffiah, or the idea of his 
being a great pre-exiftent fpirit, the maker 
of the world under God, and who, in the 
name of God, had intercourfe with the pa- 
triarchs. Such notions as thefe do not ap- 

E 3 pear 
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pear ever to have entered into the head of 
any Jew, extravagant as their expectations 
were concerning the dignity and power of 
their Mefliah. 

Here then was a great dilemma in which 
the chriftian Fathers, advocates for the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift, found themfclves. They were un- 
der the neceffity of maintaining that they 
were dodlrines taught either by Chrift or 
the apoftles, or they mud hive abandoned 
them themfelves. Dodtrines of this great 
extent and magnitude, and fo revolting to 
the minds of all Jews, they could not but 
fuppofe would alarm them very much 5 and 
therefore, that it was neceflary to introduce 
them with thegreateft caution. Still, how- 
ever, they muft have been taught them fully 
and explicitly at one time or other. 

Accordingly, we find, in their accounts of 
the preaching of our Saviour aUd his apof- 
tlcs, that they did fuppofe that the greatcft 
pofTible caution was ufed, and that this 
cautious proceeding was continued even till, 
after the death of moft of the apoftles ; fo 
that the doftrines of the pre-fexiftence and 

I divinity 



Chap. II. i>ls own Dhiniiy. ^i 

divinity of Chrift wqre not fully difcovercd 
till the publication of the gofpel of John, 
which was one of the laft of all the books 
of the New Teftament. But at that time 
they thought it to be abfolutely neceffary ; 
as otherwife there would hardly have been 
any betides unitarians in the church ; the 
knowledge of thofe great doftrines having, 
in their opinion, been confined to the apof- 
tles and the leading chridians only. 

A more improbable hypothefis was per- 
haps never formed by man, to account for any 
fadl whatever -, and yet I do not know that 
the chriftian Fathers could have done any 
better. Let their fucceflbrs, who are equally 
interefled in the folution of the problem, 
do better if they can. But certainly they 
who were nearer to the times of the apoftles, 
were in a fituation to form abetter judg- 
ment in this cafe than any perfons at this 
day can pretend to be; and therefore, I 
cannot help concluding, that they were well 
aware, that the fuppotition of this dif* 
covery having been made at an earlier pe- 
riod in the gofpel hiftory would have been 
liable to ilill greater obje<5tions than the 

E 3 hypothefis 
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hypothefis which they did adopt. It is 
mod probable that the ftate of opinions in 
their own time made it abfolutely neceffary 
for them to have recourfe to this hypothefis, 
lame and wretched as it is. 

The primitive Fathers were not pre- 
vented by the fuppofition above-mentioned, 
from attempting to prove the prc-exiftence 
and divinity of Chrift from thofe books of 
the New Teftament wliich were published 
before the gofpel of John ; but neither 
were they prevented from attempting to 
prove the fame dodtrines, as we have feen, 
from the books of the Old Teftament, 
though they acknowledged that the body of 
the Jewifli nation never learned them from 
thofe books. In like manner though they 
fuppofed that the apoftles left fufficient traces 
of thefe fublime dodrines in their writings, 
they thought that the common chriftians, 
for whofe ufc they were written, did not 
perceive them, or make the proper inferences 
from them. That they fliould not have 
done this will not be thought extraordi- 
nary, if tve coniider the extreme caution 
with which, according to the account of 

thefe 
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thcfc Fathers themfelves, thofe dodtrinCvS 
were taught in thefe books. 

Such a revolution has time made in our 
apprehenfions of things, that the dodlrines 
of the prc-exiftence and divinity of Chrift 
are now taught to children, as fome of the 
firft elements of chriftianity ; but formerly 
the cafe was very different. They were 
conlidered as moft fublime and difficult 
doi^rines, and therefore, not to be taught 
till after every thing elfe relating to the 
gofpel had been admitted and well under- 
flood. That thefe do(flrines were actually 
confidered in this light, appears from a 
great number of paflages in the writings of 
the Fathers, many of which I fliall intro- 
duce in other parts of this work, and efpe- 
cially fome very flriking ones from Origen. 
But not to advance a thing of this confe- 
quence without fome evidence, in a place 
where it will be particularly wanted, I (hall 
produce a few paflages of this kind here. 

Eufebius, after demonftrating the divine 
miflion of Chrift as a prophet, introduces his 
difcourfe concerning his pre-exiftence and 

E4 divinity 
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divinity as a ** myfterious and recondite 
docflrinc*." 

, Aullin compares the dodlrine of the hu- 
manity of Chrift to milk, and the doctrine 
of the divinity tollrong meat, fit for mcnf. 
** The dod:rine of the incarnation/* Chry* 
foftom fays, ** was very difficult to be re- 
*' ceived;}; /' and then defcribing the great 
condefcenfion of the maker of all things in 
fubmitting to be carried nine months in 
the womb of a woman, he fays, that on 
this account the prophets announced it 
very obfcurely. Again, obferviftg that 
it was neceffary to preach the humanity 
before the divinity of Chrift, he fays, 
** this was the order refpeding his deity 

caHov iMTiiiulEfag SwXoywf. Demonftratio, Jib. 4. cap. i . p. 
144. 

+ Ut nutritus atquc roboratus perveniat ad maiiducan- 
dum cibum, quod eft in principio erat vcrbum, et verbum 
erat apud deum, et deus erat verbum. Lac noftrum, 
Chriftus humilis eft: cibus nofler, idem ipfe Chriftuj 
acqualis patri. In i John. Opera, vol. 9. p. 594. 

X IloXi; ^ucira^dinlo^ w njf Ca^MnffEug hoyo^, Scrm. 8. 
Opera, vol. 5. p. 13 1^ 132. 

*'and 
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** and incarnation, though it is introduced 
^* by John in a difl'crent manner from the 
** reft, but in pcrfeft agreement with them. 
** But how ? I fay, that the doftrine not 
** being taught at firft, it was proper to 
dwell upon the incarnation, and to excr- 
* cife them in the dotflrine of the flefh; 
** teaching them, from things grofs and 
** fenfible; but when the dodrine was fix- 
** cd, and the preaching received, it was 
** then proper toafcend higher*." 

Cyril of Alexandria, explaining a paflage 
in Ifaiah, fays, ** here he mixes a great and 
** profound myftery, which required a myf- 
<* tical initiation ; for fo it was revealed to 
** the divine Peter f-" 

* OiHo) in Kj Yi rail; aJbf\ r, iBt^i m; ^£j%lc; xj ^sje^i rng oatovo^ 
/Jtia;^ « ^ aTttvscHia; TOt; cx}0\Oig ysyovs zra^a laciwis^ a>^' o/iu; cpo- 
ifa avfAi^uvag auJoi; . a] twj ; eyu Xpyu • oli z^a^a fjisv mv otoxry 
«3bro) T» yjoyyi <T%a^evtog^ okoXisOgv rv la rr.; outzvofjua^ svotai^ihuv 
Aoyw, j^ «■£(>« rn; co^hd; yufJLVJt^uv iidMTxa?^av aTO ratv maxijls^s^ 
i^ atff^^inf ^B^ccifjuaicfjLPfn; , eTreiiii Se f^ayri ra m^ ywctag^ «} 
titiaflo TO mfuyfM3ty Xoi'^ov tunau^ rf9 ovajSr' a^x,£ff^ai. In Pf, 44. 
Opera, vol. 3. p. 223. 

f Immifcet autem hie myfterium profundum ct mag- 
num, ct quod fupcrna quadam myftagogia opus habct. 
Rcvclatum eft enim fic divino Petro. In If. cap. 49. 
Opera, vol, i. p. 472. 

Agobard 
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Agobard confidered what John taught 
concerning the divinity of Chrift as being fo 
difficult to be underftood, that, in order to 
it, the fame ifiTpiration was neceflary that 
he himfelf had*. 

'' Perfe(flion,'' fays CEcumenious, ** is the 
" dodlrine concerning the divinity of Chrift, 
" as far as the human under ftanding can 
•• comprehend it+." Again, he fays, ** by 
^ijirfi ekmients the apoftle means the incar- 
** nation. For, as with refpedl to letters, 
** fo in the divine oracles, what relates to 
** the incarnation muft be learned in the 
** firft place ; for thefe were capable of 
** being received by unbelievers and chil- 
** dren ; but to philofophize concerning 
** the divinity of Chrift, is left to grown 
** men. Do you fee why he refts fo 
** long in thefe low things? It is on 

* Inde qui hsec dixit acccpit Johannes illc, qui difcum- 
bcbat fupcr pe£tus domini, ct dc pe£iore domini bibe- 
bat quod nobis propinaret. Sed propinavit verba. Intel- 
leflum autem dcbes capere unde et ipfe biberat qui tibi 
propinavit. De ImaginibuS) p* 23i. 

m^ft^taowoSovy oH^TfKuaiai^ii. In llcb. Opera, vol. a. 
P-35»- 

** account 
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" account of the weaknefs of his hearers, 
*« who were not able to receive the perfedt 
" dodlrinc. For which reafon, having in 
*' the beginning of the epiftle philofophized 
** but a little concerning the divinity of 
** Chrift, he prefently changed his dif- 
** courfe, and the epiftle is full of low 
'• things*." This he gives from Photius. 
Again, after having obfervcd that the author 
of the epiftle to the Hebrews had fpoken of 
the naked word of God, he fiys, that ** he 
•• returned to the incarnation, left he ftiould 
** confound his reader with the fublimity 

** of his dodtrine-f." 
We fee then, that, in the opinion of thefc 

Fathers (and fome of them who write in 

y^oftfialuv 'Ofcolcv ra roix^tx fjiav^avofjLtv. H%i iy sm ruv ^stw XcytAw ^ 

opsrirw^ in *cj vrnrtaig axocug x^^x . af to yt vs^i t>?j ^eA^o^ th x?*r» 

>oxfi^ii y Sia TTiv TAW afcaovluy aa^tviiav . wc i7%t;cv7tfv Ta TeXsia Skla- 
^Soi * iio kJ tia^a Ta; a^x,^ t»?j ETTiroT^m ^^xxj^at ^iXoaopta-ag zrtoi 
mg SfoWjf; rn x,?ich, tu^ui Kalii:av^£ tOV X070V . Twy yLtyroi TaTTitvuf 
T) twmxtt yifnt* Ibid. p. 352: 

TV i4^ TOW iipiiAifcn iUyyiguTWTi, In Hcb. cap. i. vol. 2. p. 

this 
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this manner lived pretty early, though others 
of them wrote in a later period) there were 
very myfterious and dilEficult dodlrines to be 
revealed^ of which no perfon to whom chrif- 
tianity was preached had the lead concep- 
tion, and to which it was apprehended they 
muft be exceedingly averfe. Let us now 
fee in what manner they fuppofed that our 
Saviour and the apoflles condufted them- 
felves in this nice circumftance, and what 
period it was that they thought to be the 
mofl proper for making the great difcovery. 
To give fome idea of the nature of this 
queftion, I would obferve, that, if it (hould 
appear that a difcovery of fo great magni^ 
tude, as the Fathers rcprefent this to have 
been, made no noife at all at the time fixed 
for the difcovery, if it excited no particular 
attention ; neither occaiioning any doubt 
or controverfy among chriftians themfelves, 
nor bringing any objection to their dodlrine 
from their enemies, it will afford a ftrong 
reafon to fuppofe that no fuch difcovery 
was made at that particular time. The 
Jews, to whom the gofpel was firfl preach- 
ed, as the Fathers admitted, expeded no- 
thing 
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thing more than a man for their Mefliah. 
They were fully fcnfible that no Jc\¥ had 
any idea of his having pre-exifled at all, 
and much lefs of his having held any of- 
fice of importance before he came into the 
world. When was it, then, that the Jews, 
to whom the gofpel was preached, were 
taught that Chrift had pre-exiftcd, that he 
was the logos of God, the maker of the 
world under God, or properly God himfelf ? 
Was it in our Saviour's own life-time? 
Was it at the defcent of the Spirit at Pen- 
tecoft? Or was it in a later period of the 
gofpel hiftory ? If no traces can be per- 
ceived of any fuch difcovery, in any period 
of the gofpel hiftory, an argument may be 
drawn from the confideration of it, highly 
unfavourable to the dodrine of Chrift hav- 
ing any nature fuperior to that of man ; and 
when this circumftance (hcdl be fufficiently 
attended to (as I fufpedl it never has been 
yet) the Arian hypothelis muft be greatly 
ftiaken, but efpecially that of the perfedl 
equality of the Son to the Father, 

Confiderations of this kind, if they occur 
to him, no perfon, who thinks at all, can 

abfolutcly 



62 Chrijl did not teach Book III. 

abfolutely negleft, fo as to fatisfy himfelf 
with having no hypothefis on the fubjedt. 
We certainly find the apoftles, as well as the 
reft of the Jews, without any knowledge of 
the divinity of Chrift, with whom they lived 
and converfed as a man ; and if they ever 
became acquainted with it, there muft have 
been a time when it was cither difcovered 
by them, or made known to them ; and the 
effeiSts of the acquifition, or the communi- 
cation of extraordinary knowledge, are, in 
general, proportionably confpicuous. 

Had we no written hiftory of our Savi- 
our's life, or of the preaching of the apof-* 
ties, or only fome very concife one; ftill £0 
very extraordinary an article as this would 
hardly have been unknown, much lefs 
when the hiftory is fo full and circumftan- 
tial as it is. 

Had there been any pretence for imagin- 
ing, that the Jews, in our Saviour's time, 
had any knowledge of the dodlrine of the 
trinity, and that they expeded the fecond 
perfon in it in the charadler of their Mef- 
iiah, the queftion A propofe would have 
been needicfs. But nothing can be more 

evident 
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evident than that, whatever fome may fancy 
with refpedt to more ancient times, every 
notion of a trinity was obliterated from the 
minds of the Jews in our Saviour's time: 
It is therefore not only a curious, butaferi- 
ous and important qucftion. When was it 
introduced, and by what fteps ? I have an- 
fwered it on my hypothefis, of its being an 
innovation and a corruption of the chriftian 
doftrine; let others do the fame, on the 
idea of its being an effential part of it. Let 
us then fee, what it is that the chriftian 
Fathers, who themfelvcs believed the pre- 
cxiftence and divinity of Chrift, and who 
were much nearer than we are to the time 
when the gofpel was promulgated, have faid 
on this fubjedt. 
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CHAPTER IIL 

Of the Conduti cf our Saviour hifnfelf with re- 
Jpccl to his civn fuppcfcd Pre-cxijlence and 
Di'yinity. 



T F we look into the gofpel hiftory, wc 
(hall find, that all that our Saviour him- 
felf taught, or infinuated, were his divine 
miffion in general, or his beinp, the Meffiah 
in particular ; with the dodlrine of the rc- 
furredion, and that of himfelf coming again 
to raife the dead and judge the world. 
Thefe dodrines, accompanied with moral 
inrtrudtions, and reproofs of the Pharifces, 
for corrupting the lav/ of God, made up the 
whole of his preaching. He never told his 
difciples that he had pre-exifted, or that he 
had had any thi'.ig to do before he came into 
the world ; much Icfs that he had made the 
world, and governed it; and there is abun- 
dant 
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dant evidence that this was admitted by the 
chriftian Fathers. 

Athanafius expfeffes his fcnfe of* the 
difficulty with which the Jews admitted 
that Chrift was arty thing mofe than a 
man very ftrongly in the following paf^ 
fage : ** He calls his humanity tie /on of 
*' man ; for the Jews, always oppofing God^ 
'* held a twofold blafphemy with refpedl to 
'^ Chrjft ; for fome of them being offended 
•* at his flefli, viz. the fon of man, thought 
** him to be a prophet, but not God, and 
** called him a glutton and a wine-bibber j 
*' who were forgiven, for it was then the 
•* beginning of the preaching, and the world 
*• could not yet believe him to be God, 
•' who was made man ; wherefore Chrift 
** fays, Whofoever fhall fpeak a word againfl 
•* the fon of man, viz. his body, it fhall be 
•* forgiven him. For I will venture to fay, 
•* that not even the blefled difciples them- 
** felves were fully perfuaded concerning his 
** divinity, till the holy fpirit came upon them 
«* at the day of Pentecofl. For when they 
*• faw him after his refurre<5tion, fome wor- 

VoL. IIL F *' (hipped 
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*' fhippcd, but others doubted, yet they 
*' were not on that account condemned*/' 
The Fathers fay, that whenever our Sa-» 
viour faid any thing that might lead his dif-* 
ciples to think that he was of a nature fu« 
perior to that of man, they were offended, 
and that he conciliated their efteem when- 
ever he reprcfentcd himfclf as a mere man, 
fuch as they expedited a prophet, and the 
Meffiah to be, Chryfoftom reprefents John 
the Baptift likewife as gaining profelytes to 
Chrift, when he fpake of him in low terms, 
but as deterring them when he fecmed to 
Ipeak of him in a higher capacity. 

f^ivyap TUtrtf^Ki AvTks^iny\sv Tea via tk AV^f»TV v^offKeT* 

Tk viov T8 ttvd'pw'Trvt nyovv t« ffafjLAJof di^7«» a^tO-M^*!*/ «ti/7«>* 
¥o^.uvyAp A^^fic o7i »/€ Avloi oi fjiAKApioi /u«e9»Tdi 70 re* 

Ayiif AVTUf'in vii'lriKOTti iTi^on iKrif . «t€/ j^ fAiTArm tfr«« 

vXa' hk fiic 7tfTtf KA7iKpi^i/iffay» Sermo major de ids, in 
^p&tfaKODp'i CoUedHooy vol. 2. p. 39. 

Obferve, 
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•' Obferve," fays he, ** how, when he faid, 
*' He that cometh after mc was before mCi 
" and I am not worthy to loofc his (hoe 
" latchet i he took nobody. But when he 
" fpake of his humanity, and ufed a lowef 
** ftyle, then the difciplcs followed him* 
" Nor is this the only cafe of the kind, for 
•* the tliultitude were never brought to him 
" when any thing high and lofty, as of a God, 
** was faid of him, fo much as when they 
*^ heard fomething mild and humble, and 
** more adapted to the falvation of men */^ 

Accordingly Chryfoftom fpeaks of our 
Lord's difciples as having regarded him as a 
man in their intercourfe with him. Natha-t 
niel, he fays, *' confcfled Chrift as a man, 
•' when he addreffed himfelf to him, by the 
•• title of Son of God. John, i. 49. as ap-» 
•* pears by his adding, tbou art the king of 

ifX^l^^^^ if^'tfQffd'iv (jt\s y^yovif jy on vx, ufii iKtfp^ waeti 
rtf tfiAi^it 7H i/^o<r»ffA«T®' eLvTH, rtJ^tVA l/Aff . ot/ a ir«pl TII# 
•Htor§fAlAg ^HMp^-d-if, j^ iTi TO rATiivoTifop Tor Koyor 
9ydy%9 7oT« i};ioA,i{<3^}f0'«ey oi f/.A^ntxi . v tkto J*« (jlovov «ri 
xar/cT^/r, ctAA.' on hk it7v( ot moKKoi ttf^ffAyovTAt or av n 
/ECf^A a^ v^HAor vipi ^u MynTAit fi ot «r Xfurof jy ^tKAth 
^ftfi-of j^ i/i T»r T«r AKitoPT»v fftijufldLP tiKir, Id John i. 
Horn. 17, Opera, voL 8. p. 93. 

F 2 '« I/raer 
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** IfracL'' Ibid. p. io6. He fays, that when 
Nathaniel was introduced to Jefus, his mi- 
raculous conception was not known *. As 
Chrylbftom has written the moft largely on 
this fubjed, I fhalL quote from him a paf- 
fage or two of feme extent, that wc may 
more dearly perceive how he, and (as he 
was by no means fingular in his ideas) how 
the chrillian Fathers in general thought 
vijith rcfpe6t tothis queftion. 

/*. Another reafqn/':hefays, " why.Cbrift 
** reprefented himfelf ib muchas a man, was 
*'. the w^eaknefs of his hearers : and becaufe 
/* they who iirft faw ^nd heard him were 
^^ffko^ able to receive more fublime dif- 
*^ courfes. And ,that this is no mere 
*^conje6ure, I will endeavour to fhew 
•* from the fcriptures themfelves. If he 
*' d(;livered any^ thing great,, fublime, and 
'* worthy of his glory; but why do I^ 
** f;iy, great, fublime, and worthy of his 
'' glory ', if he faid any thing above 
** human nature ' (fomething is here omit- 
ted in *the Greek, but fupplied in the 
Latin veriion) **. they were thrown into 



^aii ii'QutjiTo itrett. In Jobii>Hoin« iS. Op. vol. 8. p". 103. 

«' tumult 
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" tumult, and took offence ; but if he faid 
" any thing low, and becoming a man, they 
** ran to him, and received his dodlrine. 
"And where do we fee this r In John 
" chiefly. For when he faid, ^^brahafrt^ our 
^^ father rejoiced to fee my day, And he faw it^ 
** and was glad, they fay, Thou art not yet 
^^ forty years old, and haft thou feen Abra^ 
" bam. You fee how they were affcfted to- 
" wards him as to a common man. What 
then did he reply ? Before Abraham was 
I am I and they took up ftones to flonc 
him. He fpake more diftinftly, faying, 
•' 7he bread which Ifljall give for the life of 
the world is my Jlejh. They faid, this is a 
hard faying, who can hear it ; and many of 
" his difciples went backward, and walked no 
*' more with him. 

'* Tell me, then, what muft he do ? Mufl 
*• he always dwell upon thefe lofty topics, 
" fo as to drive away his prey, and deter all 
" from his dodtrine ? But this did not be- 
** come his divine philanthropy. Again, 
** when he faid. He that heareth my words 
^^ fball never tajie of death, they faid. Do we 
** not fay wellj . that thou hafl a demon. — 

F 3 Abraham^ 
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** Ahiaham is dead, and the prophets are dead^ 

f^ and thou J ay eft ^ he that beareth my words 

^^ Jhall not tafte of death. And is it to be 

^' wondered at, that the common people 

♦♦ were thus afteded towiirds him, when 

<* their rulers had the fame opinion." He 

then proceeds to inftance in Nicodemus.— » 

♦^ How then muft he difcourfe withperfons 

^^ who would hear nothing fublime. Is it 

^' to be wondered at that he faid nothing 

^' great or fublime concerning himfelf, to 

^* men creeping on the ground, and fo 

^* meanly affected. What he faid is fuffi- 

** cient to (hew this was the reafon, and the 

^* excufe for fuch mean difcourfes, 

^* On the other h^and, ^s you fee men 
♦• fcandali^ed, thrown into confufion, flying 
^^ back from him, railing at him, and de- 
*♦ ferting him, if he faid any thing great 
** and lofty jj fo will I endeavour to ihew 
^* you that they ran to him, and received 
^* his doftrine, if he faid any thing low 
^* and mean. For the very fame pcrfons who 
♦♦ had fled from him, immediately ran to 
^* him, when he faid, I can do nothing ofmy^. 

^'J^lf ^^f ^f tb( Pat her bas (wghf me^fo, I 

'' /peak. 
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^^ /peak. And the cvangelifts, dcfigning to 
^* (hew us that they believed on account of 
" the meannefs of his difcourfe, faid, fP^ben 
** be jpake ibefe things many believed on him. 
** You will, on many occafions, find the 
•* fame thing happening. On this account 
*' he fpakc in many things as a man, but 
•* fometimes not as a man, but as became 
" a god *." He adds more to the fame 
purpofe. 

* En }y Af« y^ rcufh oulia^ n aa^v/ia rvv ohhcvIjjv^ i^ ^ro 
fm iuvoff^cu roli Vfcihv aulov ifovla;, x^ role rz^'Jlov ctknovlai rvf u^n* 

afk cvSim apt vagamirM tuIo vei^aaofiou ruv y^afav^ ^ ht^M • eivok 
11 fieya ly (4^^v i^ rni ouJIa io^ a|<ov i^^syialo • ri >^» /juy^ x^ 
l^)f}^ov, )y uig caHa io^nf aiiov ; u 'sjoli ri [t^ff] tik cn&^ammg fum 
ffiui R7f 9 vXf oy s^opu^avlo i^ tcxccAsO^ciflo . c 3ff vo7£ rt TaTrovoy )^ 
avSf ft^iwv, vfoo'il^exoVi ^ tw Xoyw cSf^w^o . jf^ «r» T«7a frip tiuv 
^rtji ; va^ tv \uam\ fia^^ra • ti'jrovloi ya^ aula * A^foofi o mohp 
Hfjuav fiyoOdcuralo^ iva i^rrtv lifJLefoof f nv Cftnv, i^' (3k, i^ ^x^i J^wi * 
fnffffopaxofla tk ir^tt <X"^« 'b AS^oo/a tapana^ ; of a^ o7i a;; «t^ 
if&pwjm ^ihi 3iU(fiy7o; ti vy at/7o(, v^ t» roy ACgaa/x ytvea^cu 
fnjtv^ iyo a/u • ij nf ay ^f^s;, wa Sat>9^)^iy aviov . x^ Tm fjLum^iojf 
fico(^3SS nrc7ctvc ^07>(, Xf^ow • it) o o^lo; % oy fyjj JbL^^-u utte^ ttk tv 
KOtf/iif (a»)(, Ca^$ /A» cny, £X£7oy <nOcn^ en o Aoyof 87o(, Ti( S(/yaZsii 
oi/Zk oMtay ; x^ «oX^i Tuy (jloMw cum a^rri^^ »; Ta oxfo-ft), «} 
W£7i fAsl at!k tnfinclbi¥ , ti 8y sJ'^i «roi£fy, ci^rf fioi : toi; iA|/yiXO' 
7e^ ti^talgiCtaf fiyioo'i %iiyEiC6};, ute aicoac^rtjou mv $d^, x) voih 

F 4 d^Tia; 
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Again, he fays, *' if they took up denes 
^* to Itone him, bccaufe he faid that he was 
^* before Abraham, what would they have 
^* done if he had told them that he gave 
♦* the Jaw to Mofcs. Wherefore, when he 
** faid, it ni^as faid to the ancients, he did not 
** fay by ivhom it had been faid '^." 

^puTiux^ • xj yai> 'sraTuy £7rti^ utev o tov y^wfjm eutauv^ ^ovoHm 
a /*>! 7Ftwe7i?i fi^ TOV cuaiya i>^ov s Ha>^; BXp/Ofjtsv, A iaifjunt^iaf 
fXetj J A^^ciafM aTTE^aviy xj ot 'Bpo^rilai aTTE^cxvov. Jj^ (Tu Arya^ ok 
rev ^oycv fjLH annav a fAn yiuiTilM Bavccia ; ^ t( ^aufi%T0f ti t* 
Vf>iy,9og tla 3i«6i7o, o^« yf /^ flttiJoi w ctfx^^ff TaJ7>iv a;i^cv mv yvayav* 
rifljj 8v 'ns?pi$ 3ia?iffye75a{ eJei, to|$ sJev t«v i/4^^6)v ^E^Ho-iy ; olt yo^ 
c^a>( 8x {{^f TI /lAfya '{^ ia^'IiXov 'vs^i Eaula^ H ^on/fjLarov av^puTtoig X'oliaoh 
cuprfjLsvot^, jjj xlag aa^a; exw^v • »tfxf» it*£V w *5w ra sipn/AEvx 3£i|ai, 
o7i ai/7>j u ailia, ka^ n tjpo^auTig nv tn)^ t«v To7e >^yqfjLSvav EulBXEiaq , 
eyw JiE KOi «9ro ^sOe^h fiE^ng th to 'SEipauTOfAou ^oiy^ca poat^ov . wtf"- 
^fp ya^ auls; i^eIe (rHca/^a?u(ofA£Viii^ hop^^OiXEyn;^ aTroTrn^oJvla;. Xoiio' 
pufjLsv^g ^Euyovlo^ sittoIe ti f^syx km yJ^rjAov Ef^syialo o Xfiro^, k7«j 
i//i«;v oii/i^; hi^ 'aEi^aurofAOi iffpo^^Exovlag. Halaiex'^f^visg mv iiScunta^* 
XtaVy SI vols Tt ranTELvov itat tulsT^f eittev . av7oi ya^ aulot oi a^o^ni- 
icijvlEg^ EiTTHvioi aulk vrcOjv oil utt Efjuujla 'sroiu sSev, ox^a Ko&a; fSiSolt 
/A£ 'bmIvi^ fM TezXo)) Eu^Eag v^ocrE^paf/jov . km ^KofjLEvo; nfjuv evhi^o^' 
ff^M EuafysT^syKi oli iia np rocffrsivoiija ruv ^lyjuilav ETrirEtMTMf^ ««•!- 
^vifjiMVElM Xryajv . rmfla mJIh halm^ailog tso>^i sTCirswrav sig aultni * 
xj o^^ax- "SSQ^ax^ '^o Ev^oi tig czv tfiu a-ufjtSMVov . iia ritlo vo>^ 
uai.voh^iMiig av^^oi'Triyag t^syfElo, )y tscx>dv ax av^^toTrtvcag, cOO^cf 
x} ^EDTTpETTug. Or. 32. Opera, vol. i. p. ^o^y 4;o. 

* El yof, ex« citts, vpo t« AQpao^i ytvia^M sya sifju^ uhatrM 
aulof sTTEx^^^^^^i « v^s^nKtv oli iy Muu<rEt mJlog rov voyiov fJw^e, 
7i 2« ov c7Q(»<r^ Scr, ji. Opera, vol.5, p. 696, 697. 
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*« Our Saviour/' he fays, " did not al- 
M y^zys teach his own divinity in cxprefs ^ 
^' words, leaving the fuller explication of 
** it to his difciples. If," fays he, *' they 
^' (meaning the Jews) were fo much of- 
^* fended at the addition of another law 
'* to their former, much more muft they 
** have been with the doctrine of his di- 
'* yinity "f-/* 

Chryfoftom frequently obferves thatChrift 
only intimated his divinity obfcurely, and 
left the full difcovery of it to his apoftles. 
Thus he fays, that *' be himfelf never faid 
^* plainly that he made the heavens and the 
«« earth, and the fea and all things vifible 
** and invifible. And why," fays he, *« do 
** you wonder that others fhould have faid 
*' greater things of him than he faid of 
** himfelf, when he explained many things 
*' by anions, but never clearly in words. 
** That he made man, he fhewed clearly 

f»g vouiivojv . £i yap n ra vofM tspoa^Kti rocrnlov oujinq s^opuCti^ 
W0V4J /jo^yxn TO dcov eottSov curQpQumv. In Matt. v. Horn. 1 6* 
vol. 7. p. 154, 

*^ enough. 
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** enough, as by the blind man ; but when 
'* he was difcourfing about the formation of 
^* the firft man, he did not fay / made 
** them, but, he that made them, made them 
•* male and female. And that he made the 
** world, he fignified by the fifhes, by the 
** wine, by the loaves, &c. but never clearly 
*' in words *." He even fays, ** that the 
*'• high dignity of Chrift was more necef- 
*• fary to be concealed from his difciples, 
** bccaufe they would immediately have told 
«* every thing through an excefs of joy+." 

•^ Chrift," he fays, '' did not reveal 
•* his divinity immediately, but was firft 
** thought to be a prophet, and the Chrift, 

ti^,?t£v • cjns y£ vo9^^ 3ia ' cov ^pay/jLolciiv sviisKvufjay®' ita ruv 
ffifjialtcv o'a^a; w* lAfyfv; ori ya^ rev av^^w^ov our®- fwoii^w 

^oy©" rfv ai/Tw, Kx wjTiv or* eya t-womda^ a>X o *tuOiYicra; a^aiv ncu 
S)i>4; iiroiY,(TVj aum^ • IlaPuv (m lov koc/aov sirifMn^yinffev ncu ra if 

Otrrw iia Tuv tx^ODV ha ts ctva Jia tuv a^uv ^fjiaai aidfM 

jaro ffo^a; tiTrtv* la Matt. v. Opera, vol. 7. p. 154. 

f E^fi ya^ TS6}( hou&ayziv^ km fiahira C7< TaiV /ytoSrrraiy • MOi 
y^ ui vo^^»}^ nJbvTj; 'Bayra iwftfcrv. In Matt. cap. 8. Opera, 

vol. 7, p. 274. 

" fimply 



Chap. III. bis own Divinity. 75 

'' (imply a man« and it afterwards appeared 
^^ by his works and bis iayings what he 
»* really was ♦/' 

Bafil of Seleucia fays, that ^^ during the 
" ftorm, the difciples of Chrift, judging by 
'^ appearances, did not know that the deity 
*< was concealed in him 1 for they would not 
^' have been terrificd# if they had knowa 
*^ that the author of the creation was giving 
^'orders to the work of his hands." He 
adds, that " the apoftlcs themfelves were as 
^' ignorant of his being God as the relt of 
♦' the Jews, when fome faid that he was 
•* Elias, or Jeremias, or fome of the pro-^ 
^* phets ;" and that Chrift, " knowing the 
** ignorance of Peter, fuggefted to him thq 
** anfwer that he made -f-/' 

Mfcem^ Sia tmv ifym j^ ran ^fAclJav^ nilo otts^ nv, In Johan. Hom, 
2. Opera, vol. 8, p. 20. 

iwroKfi^iv. Or, :Z5. p. 138, 139. 141. 

Job 
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Job the monk obferves, that ** Chrlft 
** faid, thy Jins are forgiven thee^ without 
** intimating that be himfelf forgave thetli^ 
«* by his own authority*/* 

Photius fays, *' when our Lord faid, 
«< My Father is greater than /, the difcipWs 
«* w-erc ftill imperfcd, and thought the 
•* Father much greater. This they hid 
*' learned from the Mofaic law, which 
<• taught the Father rather than the Son, 
^* This alfo our Saviour himfelf had perpe- 
«* tually inculcated. This, therefore, being 
«• their fixed opinion, they faid. Shew us 
<* the Father, and it fufRceth us+/' Af- 
terwards, he fays, •' they knew him to be 
*^ God, after his fufFcrings and refurrec- 
*' tion J/' 

• Oti to /acv afiovlcu ax f%« rav ^fjtaluv 'ff^o^o^av^ wj f { i^iag 
t^ntTiaf v^ofsoofiswv jcj 'Sf^orayficS®^, Photii. Bib. feft. 222. 
p. 622. 

•f- E^£t yaf ill oSo^ ttlot iiijutvlo Tffe^t rov Seov xJ ii^MTKixKovy julu* 
(cva Tf 'sroXMi tov vali^ tvofu^cv . rttlo /jLtif rav (juacxDocv ycfjuav efA • 
^jfV£f f f ov, aJlotf TOV nsoclt^ n rev mov Halaryfsy^ovrajv ' TiTto is th 
diiliifoi am N^ Kola vt^ir^ipovrog aJloi^ rov ^o^e^a * tvEi ttv rotauhi 
Tig avbti fvf oif t«3o n Jbjo, Jwt ya^ rttlo jy £Xryoy, hiiov r,fjuy rov w*- 
7f^flf, iy a^TUti Yifjuv. Epift. 176. p. 263. 

^ Ibid. p. 270. 

Theodoret 
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Theodoret fays, that *• before his fufTer- 
" ings all perfons held fuch an opinion 
** concerning him," via. that he was a mere 
man, '* but after his refurfedion and afcen«* 
** (ion, the defcent of the Spirit, and the 
"various miracles which they performed 
" by invoking his name, all the believers 
" knew that he was God, and the only be-* 
" gotten Son of God*." This is exprefled 
in general terms, but it will appear here- 
after, that it is to be underftood with great 
limitations ; the knowledge of the divinity 
of Cbrifl: being-, according to' Theodoret 
himfdf, far from imiverfal among the chrif- 
tians, long after the death of Chrift. 

Sometimes the Fathers fpeak of Peter as 
knowing that Chrift was God before his 
deaths by immediate revelation from the 
Father. Chryfoftom alfo ;fays, that beford 
our Lord's refurreftiouj the apofties- had 
learned that God had a Son equal to the 

* . Tifo fjtdr t» n tsa^H; TOicarra; etxiO¥ 9bl^ ^^ ^vrv • /terra 3k 

nri pcmfKrv^ x} rag vamoiixTrai ^oufjuxmifYiag ag c^tteAm/, koXjvte; 
ovTH TO ffiSaafjuotf cnfoyM^ rifViiffaaf aicamq ox ^rirsvorre;, of i x} Seo^ 
m, a^ 'n^iAmytm t»of. Ad Roau u 4. Opera, vol-. 3^ 

Father, 
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father** But, in general, it was tbeif 
opinion, that even Peter, as well as the 
other apoftles, was ignorant of this great 
truth, till the defcent of the Spirit at Pen- 
tecoft J and they thought that this was one 
of the great truths alluded to, when our 
Lord faid, that be had many things to 
teach his difciples, of which he could not 
inform them before his death. 

Cyril of Alexandria, defcanting on this 
*' text, fays, they who were not renewed by 
«* the new rule of living, and the new doc- 
trine of the Spirit, to them the recent 
preaching of the gofpel, and the fublimd 
** myftery of the trinity, was not to be deli* 
** vered. Juftly, therefore, was the interpret 
*• tation of higher things referved to thefu- 
^* ture renovation of the Spirit. That beford 
*' the rcfurredtion of the SavioUr, and thd 
•* coming of the Spirit, the difciples were as 
** Jews, is eafy to prove V Auftin, however, 

« In ASt^ vol. 8* p« 459« 

f Q^i enim nondum nova vivendi norma, novaquedoc-* 
trina pef fptritum reformati funt, iis prasdicatto evangelii 
recens, ct myfterium trinitatis fublime tradendum non eft« 

Jure igitur renovationi per fpiritum futurse, altiortiin 

a rcrum 






K 
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lays, that '* the dodrinc of the divinity of 
" Chrift could not be one of the things 
" that Chrift would not reveal, becaufe 
" they were not able to bear it, though 
" feme had faid fo*." And yet this wri- 
ter himfelf, as we fliall fee, acknowledges 
that the divinity of Chrift was not taught 
with clearnefs, till it was don6 by the 
apoftle John. Origen fuppofed that the 
things which our Saviour referred to were 
what related to the abolifhing of the Jewifh 
lawf. But he thought that John was the 
perfon who firft taught the do<ftrine of 
Chrift's pre-exiftence and divinity. 

rerum interpretatlo refervatur. Quod autem ante refur* 
tefijonem falvatoris, et ante fpiritus adventum, Judaice dif- 
cipuli vivebant, facillimum eft probare. In John, Iib« 1 1. 
cap. 41. Opera, vol. i. p. 963. 

* In principio erat verbum, et verbtim erat apud deum, 
et deus erat verbum, hoc erat in principio apud deum, et 
alia qux fequuntur, quoniam pofteafcripta funt, ncc ea io^ 
minum Jefu dixifTe narratum eft cum hie cifet in carne^/ed 
haec unus ex apoftolis ejus ipfo ac fpiritu ejus fibi revelantc 
confcripfit : ex his efle qux noluit tunc dominus dicere, 
quia ea dif^ipuli portare non poterant, quis me audiat tarn 
temere iftadicentem. In John, Tr. 96. cap. 16. Opera^ 
▼ol. 9. p. 478. 

t Ad Cclfum, lib.' a. p> 57« 

Before 
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Before I proceed to confidcr what the 
Fathers thought of the apoftlcs' fentiments 
and condudt on the day of Pentecoft, I ftiall 
take notice of another reafon which they 
give for the care that was taken to conceal 
the knowledge of our Lord's divinity, 
which was to deceive the devt/, left he, 
knowing him to be the Mefliah, ftiould not 
have ventured to encounter him, and fo, jiot 
being conquered by him, and efpecially by 
means of his death, the great objeft of his 
miffion would not have been gained. 

This thought firft occurs in epiftles 
afcribed to Ignatius, who fays, ** the vir-^ 
** ginity of Mary, her delivery, and his 
*♦ death, were concealed from the prince of 
«♦ this world*.'* Jerom fays, that both the 
dcmons'and the devil, rather fufpecfted, than 
knew the Son of God •f-. Chryfcftom, fpeak- 
ing of the myftery of the incarnation being 

• Km fXoSe Tcv a^xfivra m aiuvog tHts h tsap^eyia Mapiaf^ £ 

maia ttnnooot^viarpax^* Ad. Eph. S. 19. p. 16. 

f Jam daemones quam diaboli fufpicari magis filium dei, 
quam noflc intelligendi funt. In Matt. cap. 8. Opcra^ 
vol. 6. p. 1 2. 

concealed 
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concealed from many, fays, " Why do I fay 
•* many? Mary hcrfclf, when (he carried him 
•* in her womb^did not know the fecret* And 
•• why do I fay men ? The devil himfelf did 
•* not know it, for if he had known it, he 
^* would not afterwards have afked him upon 
*♦ the mount, faying, If thou art the Son of 
•* Godi and he did this once, twice, and three 
** times. On this account he faid to John^ 
** who was beginning to reveal him, holdnowi 
*^ that is, be filent now. It is not yet time 
•^ to reveal the fecret of the incarnation ; I 
*' muft yet deceive the devil ^ keep filence 
•* now, for thus it becomes us *." Again, 
he iays, '* the devil was at a lofs to know 
•' whether Chrift was God or not. -f-." 

* Koi ri nsyoi ng mo>Xng^ oim yt nh auk n KuofofEaa va^evoi 
nib TO wJro^fffl(^» Km ti ^ry« oyd^tfTs^, x^ oAnf rev itaSdKov 
tl>icoAaon9 . sSf yaf cat^ n^rcf udci, r^tSla aJhiala roaiSov }(;jwj» nn 
TV of^, £1 «io{ n T8 Seer, >9 oral, i^ 3f( t^ TfilTV rnlo ejroisi . iio ^ tm 

leSfflTM KMfof TV yaf tMoT^vf^iMU TO avop^df ms ouuvofMO/; • & >m* 
Smuv top itaStihov ffio^ofABU . atya tqivw fnai . vtm yof mfijrtHf inf 
lyMT. In Pf. 49* Opera, vol. 3. p. 289. 

t Ef afOftXfiMa hoiiroif w, jtl A o*?* a»df ««»$ w 4*Xoj mtrsyaat 
niimk, iuTra mtft avk Uxfitlia * «3fi ov vo^ ma^aitiaadat^ A, 
M0( 49 Ts dew, iia ro fiKnruv aJlat trawfyb* In Matt. Opcra^ 
vol. y.f. 119. 

Vol. III. G There 
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There is fomething pleafant in the man- 
ner in which the Fathers fometimes fpeak 
of the devil being deceived by the humani- 
ty of Chrift. Cyril of Jerufalem fays, *' it 
*' vsras neceffary that Chrift fhould fuflcr for 
, '* us, but the devil would not have come 
** near him, if he had known this; for if 
** they had kfiown^ they would not have cruci^ 
'^ ficd the Lord of glory, i Cor. ii. 8. The 
** body, therefore, was the bait of death, 
•^ that the dragon, thinking to fwallow it 
" down, might vomit up all that he had 
** fwallowed *." 

Ruffinus alfo reprefents the divinity of 
Chrift as concealed within his humanity, to 
catch the devil as with a bait ; and to prove 
this, he adduces many paflages of the Old 
Teftament, efpecially that of Ezek. / will 
draw thee out with my hook^ &cf. 

Brjv iia^o>^iy n risi ralov . st ya^ lyvwcav- sx av rov xufiov rng ^o^ 
irau^ccffav . ScAea^ rawv t« Soiotk ysyovs to aaf/ay (va eXoriff^of 
hoDa'Ti^tiv li^axj:\^ tisfx£trn ^ tjjj r^ xaiazio^iviaf. If. 25. 8« 
Cat. 12. Opera, p. 155. 

+ Ita ct is qui habet mortis imperium rapuit quidem m 
morte corpus Jefu. non fentiens in eo hamum divinitatw 
inclufuni 3 fed ubi devoravit, hacfit ipfe continuo, ctdirup- ^ 

tis 
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Theodoret fays, that Chrift concealed his 
divinity in his temptation by the devil; and 
iaySy that when the devil heard him fpeak 
as a man, he was encouraged to proceed 
with the temptation. He reprefents him as 
laying.^* I heard the voice that came down 
** from heaven, calling you the Son of God, 
•' hilt I (hall not believe it till it appear by 

Job the monk alfo fays, " it was necef* 
•* fary that the myftery of the incarnation of 
•• the logos fhould be concealed, both to 
•' make it more acceptable to the hearers, 
•* and alfo to deceive the devil t-" 

Bafil of Scleucia fays, that, *' though the 
•' demons called Chrift the Son of God, 
•♦ they did not know that he was God, be- 

tis inferni daiiflris, velut de profundo extradus, trahitur 
ut cfca txtcm fiat. In Symb. Opera, p. 179. 

* K^7{i lAfff Tuf htoTYfra — 8X aznrro^svci mv mxm eotsffag tf^ 

#E Ma^£ff}!ffng, cemrm 3k, fi«( csy ^oCa) mv 'sti^oof iiioffMoKov, Opera, 
vol. 5. p. 46. 

f AsfoyMmof it nv to tvurmaiia^au ro /Mfntfiov rng m Xoya ^tff * 
MM'CM^ &a 3c ro yma^ai roif ax^/Acyot; timapcHiwrav^ jy tmt9^ 
mamii'mafxptnar^o&n'* Fhotii. Bib. S. 222. p. 622. 

G 2 " caufc 
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** caufe all very good men are called fom of 
*' God^ and Ifrael is called his firft born */* 
It was objected, that it was wrong in God 
to conquer the devil by deceiving him, the 
divinity of Chrift being concealed under his 
human nature ;• but Gregory Nyflen replies, 
that *' it was fair enough to deceive the de- 

** ceiver't-" 

If it was imagined to be neceflary that the 
devil, whofe cunning and penetration was 
never thought very lightly of, (hould re- 
main ignorant of our Lord's divinity, he 
muft, no doubt, have concealed it with the 
greateft care, and have condudled himfelf in 
the mod cautious manner. If the devil was 
not able to difcover any thing of the matter, 
how could men find it out, and efpccially 
Jews, whofp moft fanguine expedtations 
from the Mefliah went no farther than to a 
man, born like other men ? Certainly they 

* Ttov ft£v Sfa xaXscri. i^iov h^if^ twiMtw, tmranai. um yafi 
Sc8 jtsyhmrrat^ -/. 01 Jiafmj; ax^orrrra rnv 'sspo^ ^iof sxcmf out&oV9h 
ra . yri) to tsptcro .'wc^ uto; fin I<rpa»i^. Or. 23. p. 1 28. 

Si«aMcv 5f«vwnv. Or. 2. Opera, vol. 2. P-S'S- 

who 
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who thought that the devil continued igno- 
rant of the prc-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift till after his death, muft have thought 
that all the Jews, and our Lord's difciplcs, were 
ignorant of thofe do<flrines. If, as C'hryfoftom 
fays, it was particularly neceflary to conceal 
this great fecrct from our Lord's difciples, 
left they (hould have publidicd it through 
joy, and alfo from his enemies, and the de- 
vil, left they {hould have counterafted the 
defign of his coming, we may take it 
for granted, that, in the opinion of the 
writers who have given us thefe rcprefenta- 
tions, it was no more fufpedlcd at the time 
of Chrift's death, that he had even pre- 
exifted, or that he had had any thing to do 
in the making or governing the world, than 
that he was to be fo great a perfonage be«< 

fore he was born. 

Let us now fee in what manner the apof- 
tlcs were fuppofed to have condudjed them- 
felves in this refpedt after our Lord's afcen- 
fion, and after the defcent of the Spirit on 
the day of Pcntecoft. 

G 3 CHAP. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Of the Teftitnony of Athanafus to the Caution 
with witch the Apoflles divulged the Doc-^- 
trines of the Pre- exigence and Divinity of 
Chrifi, 

A S the Teftimony of Athanafius, on ac-. 
count of his known orthodoxy, and of 
courfe his unwillingnefs to make any need-, 
lefs conccflions to his acjverfaries, may be 
thought to have more weight than any 
other, I fhall, in the firft place, produce 
it ; and as exceptions have been made to it, 
I fhall fhew that, independent of any con-, 
current teftimony of others of the Fathers, 
who have mentioned the fubjeifl, and which 
I fliall produce hereafter, it clearly proves 
that, in his idea, theapoftles thought it ne^ 
ceflary to ufe great caution in divulging to 
the Jews fo ofFenfive a dodrine as that of 
the divinity of Chrift; though, in confe-i 
quence of their caution on this head, the 
JewiQi chriftians did \n their age continue 

unitarianSi 



it 
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unitarians, believing Chrift to be nothing 
more than a mere man, and alio propa- 
gated the fame doftrine among the Gentile 
converts. The paflage itfelf is as follows : 
*' Will they affirm," fays he, '" that the 
apoflles held thedodlrine ofArius, becaufc 
they fay that Chrift was a man of Nazareth, 
and fufFered on the crofs ? or becaufe they 
** ufed thefe words, were the apoftles of 
" opinion that Chrift was only a man, and 
" nothing elfe ? By no' means : this is 
** not to be imagined. But this they did 
^' as wife mafter- builders, and fte wards of 
" the myfteries of God ; and they had this 
" good reafon for it. For the Jews of that 
" age, being deceived themfclves, and hav- 
•* ing deceived the Gentiles, thought that 
*' Chrift was a mere man, only that he came 
•' of the feed of David, refembling other 
** dcfccndants of David, and did not be- 
** lieve either that he was God, or that the 
•* word was made flefti. On this account 
*' the blefled apoftles, with great prudence, 
** in the firft place, taught what related to 
" the humanity of our Saviour to the Jews, 
♦' that having fully perfuaded them, from his 

Q 4 ^* miraculous 



88 Of the Tefiimony Book IIL 

' miraculous works, that Chrift was. come, 

* they might afterwards bring them to the 
'belief of his divinity, fhewing that his 
' works were not thofe of a man, but of 

* God. For example, Peter having (aid 

* that Chrill was a man who had fuffercd, 

* immediately added, he is the prince of 

* life. In the gofpel he confcfles, thou 

* art the Chrift, the Son of the living God | 
' and in his epiftle, he calls him the bifhop 
' of fouls *," 

• Oxii'iv ^flsp ctL'7o/< ttJoKunloVy oji kai etvjot atotokoi Tat 

^Vllo-' Tcv X^t^oV etT Ay yOMO'tv^ IKitt&'p 70HVV ToicLvJa ^fltr- 
7tf^o^g.A'y. rtj gT«//« Toif piifjLAffi Talon i^fn^aplot fJLOVo9 
0Lv^f4!>7rov ti</\itadr Tov "XJ^i^cif 01 AT6T9^oi, >^ 'vA toF v/ftr | 
fjLii yivotro* Kjt i^tv aSi, u( v\iv ^on 7k7o Kadtv • a>Xa ai 
TbTo c'f Afyn%'C7ovii ca^oi^ jy omo ouot f/,V9»ftafy ^iv vt^ 
woinKA<n . jy rnv aitiav iyniaiy tv^oy^v • stsz/u ^«ep ot 

TOTi ItiJ^AfOi uKAVn^iVTii^ jy ^\AVflffAVTU K/Xfll'tff, iV0f/.l^0p 
Tcf yjlTOV -^tKoV AV^fUTO'.'y fJLSVCf iK JTCp/XaTOj Act^l</^ fitp- 

^tScUy Xtf-S" ouoio7t/i7A 76)if tK 7ov £^aCi^ a^koov yivnynvuf 

rt-T^OAO/ Tflt AV^ff^iriVA 7K ^fyT«pC^ J$»>»r79 "VfCoTOi' TOt^ 

y.vofjLivav ffiiuii6>i\ tKn^v^mat Tov ^(^f/ror, Xoittov ^ f/f tas 

*ffip« Tff d««7»T0f «tUT» 9/r|(' fltUT»f avAyAyoccv't S'ttKVvrTfi 
671 7ce yivofJLiVA i^yA ^K iTi9 di'dfA^'Tif, aA^cc •dsv • ClUiAi/ 

Opcu, vol. |. p.5S3» 5 Si- 
There 
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There is a paffage in the Strmo Major de 
fide of this writer, publiflied in Montfau^ 
cons CoUeSlio Patrufitj which bears fome 
rcfemblance to this. Speaking of Peter 
preaching thrift as Jefus of Nazareth, a 
man approved of God, he fays, ** He calls 
^' him a man, and not God, with refpcft 
•* to the Jews, and others, who, like them, 
*' confidered things according to the flefli, 
** from that time to the prefent. And the 
^* apoftles of our Lord, and our Lrord him- 
** felf, anfwered concerning himfelf as a 
*' man. Ye feek to kill me, a man who 
*' has told you the truth *. 

It has been faid, that Athannfius is here 
fpeaking of the unbelieving Jews. The 
cxpreffion is, « to7£ laJauw the Jews of that 
age I which includes both the believing 
and unbelieving Jews. Had he been fpeak- 
ing of the Jews of his own time, it would, 
I own, have been probable that he meant 
the unbelieving Jews j but fpeaking as he 

Ttff 0y0t6f( cLVJOlf KATA ffCtpKa ^^OVuVTAf iK TOTt K(U Wf ^ Xd< 
Ol, aXO^OAoi Ktu AV70( KV^tOf ^if>l %dLV76 AV^^UTTlVUi ATTi'^. 
U,fl9AJ9 hiy«¥ • 71 IA% ^IITS/Tt ATOKTUrAt, AJf^^CdTTOV Of T»r 

does 
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does of the Jews at the very firft promul- 
gation of chriftianity among them, it is 
moft natural to fuppofe that he meant all 
the Jews. Paul, long after his converfion 
to chriftianity, called himfelf ^ Jew. How- 
ever, it will be fufficiently evident from 
the whole tenor of the paflage, that he 
mtift have meant the believing Jews prin- 
cipally, and in fome refpefts, the believing 
Jew^s only, exclufive of the unbelieving 
ones. And in this conftrudion of the paf-. 
hgt, I am by no means lingular, but have 
the fandlion of trinitarians themfclves, as- 
that of the Latin tranQator and Beaufobre, 

The Latin tranflator of Athanafius, a ca- 
tholic, ^nd certainly no unitarian, had fo 
little fufpicion of any other meaning, that 
he renders x^^^^ in this place by Jefum. 
The learned Beaufobre, a trinitarian, and 
therefore, an unexceptionable judge in this , 
cafe, quoting this very paffage, does not 
hefitate to pronounce that they were be- 
lieving Jews who were intended by the 
writer, *'Ces Juifs," he fays, '* ne font pas 
*' les Juifs incredules, mais cieux qui fa- 
♦♦ foient profefTion du chriftianifme. But 

admitting' 
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admitting that the Jew8 here meant were 
unbelieving Jews, they were fuch as the 
apoftles wiflied to convert to chriftianity, 
and many of them foon became chriftians. 
But the circumftance which decifively 
proves that the Jews Athanafius is fpeak-» 
ing of were chrijiian Jews^ is their draw-* 
ing the Gentiles into the belief of the 
fimple hum4nity of Chrift. For certainly 
the gofpel was preached to the Gentiles by 
the believing, and not by the unbelieving 
Jews. If it be fuppofed that the dodrine 
Athanafius fpeaks of was not concerning 
Jefus^ but the Mejfiah in general^ how could 
it intereft the Gentiles ? The dodlrine, 
therefore, muft have been that concerning 
3^^M/, and confequently, the preachers muft 
have been chriftian Jews, and their profe-* 
lytes chriftian Gentiles. It is ridiculous 
to fuppofe that the queftion could be in-» 
tcrefting to any others. 

Suppofing, however, the whole body of 
the Gentiles (little as they were concerned 
in the queftion) to have been previoufly 
taught by the Jews, that their Meffi^h, 
whenever he ihould come, would be no-.. 

thing 
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thing more than a man ; if this was an 
opinion that they were as fully perfuaded 
of as Athanafius reprefents the Jews, their 
teachers, to have been, the fame caution muft 
have been as neceflary with refpe(5t to them, 
as with refpeft to the Jews themfelvcs, and 
for the fame reafon. 

It has been faid, that Athanafius fays 
nothing about the caution of the apoftles, 
but only fpeaks of their prudence^ m teach- 
ing what was more eafy and neceflarv, be- 
fore that which was more difficult and lefs 
neceflary. But the term (nm<ni^ in the con- 
nexion in which it ftands, can bear no 
other fenfe than caution^ and great caution, 
luia vcDjuK Tuf ffvntrtoi;. and it appears from the 
whole tenor of the difcourfe, that Athanafius 
could have intended nothing elfe than to 
dcfcribe the prudence, or extreme caution of 
the apoftlcs, and to account for it. He evi- 
dently does not reprefent them as deferring 
the communication of the dodrine of the 
divinity of Chrift, on account of its being 
more conveniently taught afterwards, as 
part of a fyftem of faith ; but only left it 
Ihould have given offence to the Jews, 

If 
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If ikill, or prudence, in thefe circum* 
ftanccs, be not the fame thing with caution^ 
I do not know what is meant by caution. 

hi has been faid that Athanafius fpeaks 
of the rapidity with which Peter proceeded 
to teach the dodlrine of the divinity of 
Chrift. On the other hand, I find no trace 
of rapidity in this account of the apoftlea 
condudt. All that approaches to it is that, 
immediately after any mention of the hu- 
manity of Chrift (which he fpeaks of as 
necefiary on account of the Jewifli preju- 
dices) he fays the apoftles fubjoin fomc 
expreffions which ipight have led their 
hearers to the knowledge of his divinity ; 
but the inftances hi; produces are fuch as 
plainly confute any pretenfions to their 
being a diftindt and full declaration of that 
doArine. 

The firft inftance he gives us is from the 
fpccch of Peter to the Jews on the day of 
Pcntccoft, in v^hich he fays (Adsii. 22.) 
•* Ye men of Ifrael, hear thefe words, Jefus 
•* of Nazareth, a man approved of God 
** among you, by miracles and wonders, and 
^* ligns, which God did by him in thcmidft 

'' of 
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•' of yoti, as ye yourfelves alfo kriow." In 
this Athanafius acknowledges, that Petei' 
preached the proper humanity of Chriftj 
but fays that, immediately afterwards (re- 
ferring to his difcourfe on the cure of the 
lame man in the temple) he called him fJb^ 
prince of life (A6ls iii. lo.) '* and killed the 
** prince of life whom God hath raifedVrom 
*^ the dead;' 

Had the apoftle meant that his audience 
fhould have underftood him as referring to 
the divinity of Chrift by that expreflioil, 
his prudence liiuft have lafted but a very 
fhort time indeed ; probably not many day^. 
If, therefore, his intention was, as Atha- 
fius reprefents it, to preach the dodlrine of 
the humanity of Chrift in the firft place, 
and not to divulge the dodrine of his di- 
vinity till they were firmly perfuaded of his 
mefliahlhip, he could not mean to allude to 
his divinity in this fpeech, which was ad* 
dreifed not to the believing, but to the un- 
believing Jews. At leaft, he could only have 
thought of doing it in fuch a manner as that 
his hearers might afterwards infer the doc- 
trine from it; and it muft have required great 

ingenuity. 
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ingenuity, and even a ftrong prepoffeffion 
in favour of the divinity of Chrift (the rc- 
verfe of which this writer acknowledges) 
to imagine that this exprcffion of pnnce of 
life^ which fo eafily admits of another inter- 
pretation, had any fuch reference. More- 
over, in all the in(lances which. Athana- 
fius produces concerning the conduit of 
the apoftles in this refpedl, from the book 
of Adts, he does not pretend to find one in 
which the divinity of Chrift is diftinftly 
preached, though he quotes four paflages in 
which his humanity is plainly fpoken of. 

Befides, had Athanafius thought that the 
apoftlc had preached the dodtrine of the 
divinity of Chrift with much cfFed:, it is 
probable that he would have added this 
circumftance to his narrative ; as, from the 
obje<ft of the work in which the paflage is 
introduced, it may be inferred, that he could 
not but have thought that it would have 
been fufficiently to his purpofe. For, cer- 
tainly, if he could have added that, not- 
withftanding their caution in preaching this 
extraordinary dodrine (againft which he ac- 
knowledges the Jews had the ftrongeft pre- 
judices) 
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judices) the apoflles neverthelefs did preach 
it with cffc<5t, and that it was the general 
belief of the Jewifti chriftians in their time^ 
he would have done it. It would certainly 
have favoured his great objc(ft in writing 
the piece, viz. the vindication of Dionyfius, 
in ufing a like caution with refpedt to the 
Sabellians, to have added, that this pru- 
dence, or caution, was not, in either of the 
two cafes, finally detrimental to the caufe 
of truth. I therefore confidcr the filencc 
of Athanafius on this head as a negative 
argument of fome weight ; and, upon the 
whole, I think that Athanafius muft have 
fuppofed that both the Jewifti and Gentile 
churches were unitarian in the time of the 
apoflles. At leafl, he enables us to infer 
that it mufl have been fo, which is quite 
fufficient for my argument. 

Now if this caution was requifite in the 
firfl inflance, and with refpeft to the firft 
converts that the apoflles made, it was 
equally requifite with refpccfl to the reft, at 
leaft for the fake of others who were not 
yet, converted, unlefs the firft fhould have 
been enjoined fecrccy on that head. For 

2 whenever 
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Mrhenever it had been known that the apof- 
tlcs were preaching not fuch a meiliah as 
they expedted, viz. a man like themfelves, 
but the eternal God, the difference was fo 
great, that a general alarm would have been 
fprcad, and the converfion of the reft of the 
Jews (to a dodtrine which muft have ap- 
peared fo highly improbable to them) would 
have been impeded. We may therefore 
prefume that the apoftles muft have con- 
nived at this ftate of ignorance concerning 
the divinity of Chrift, in the Jewifli chrif- 
tians, till there was little hope of making 
any farther converts among the Jews, and 
till the gofpcl began to be preached to the 
Gentiles. 

Indeed, this muft have been the cafe ac- 
cording to Athanafius's own account ; for 
he fays, that thcfe Jews, being in an error 
thcmfelves, led the Gentiles into the fame 
error. He muft, therefore, be underftood 
to fay, that the Jewifli converts, while 
(through the caution of the apoftles) they 
were ignorant of the divinity of Chrift, 
preached the gofpcl in that ftate to the 
Gentiles. And as he fpeaks of Gentiles in 

Vol. III. H general. 
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general^ and without any refpeft to timCf and 
alfo of their being actually brought over to 
that belief, it is impoflible not to under* 
ftand him of this caution, being continued 
till the gofpel had been fully preached to 
the Gentiles as well as to the Jews, Befides> 
one of the inftances that Athanafius here 
gives of the preaching of the fimple huma- 
nity of Chrift is taken from the difcourfe 
of the apoflle Paul at Athens, which was 
about the year ^^ after Chrift ; and, in- 
deed, at this time the gofpel had not been 
preached to any great extent among the 
Gentiles. For it was on this very journey 
that this apoftle firft preached the gofpel 
in Macedonia and Greece. 

If, according to Athanafius, the apoftoli- 
cal referve with refpedt to the dodtrine of the 
divinity of Chrift continued till this tinw 
(and he fays nothing concerning the termi- 
nation of it) we may prefume that this great 
doftrine, fuppofing it to have been known 
to the apoftles, had not been publicly taught 
by them, till very near the time of theif 
difperfion and death -, and then I think it 
muft have.eome too late, even from them. 

For 
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For it appears ff-om the book^f Afts, that 
Iheir mere authority was not fufficient to 
overbear the prejudices of their country- 
men. At leaft, the communication of a doc- 
trine of fo extraordinary a nature, of which 
they had no conception, mufl have occafioned 
fuch an alarm and conflcrnation, as we muft 
have found fome traces of in the hiftory of 
the Adls of the apoftles. It could not have 
been received without hefitation and debate. 

If we can fuppofe that the apoftles, fome 
time before their death, did communicate 
this great and unexpedled do6lrine, the ef- 
fcds of fuch communication muft have been 
Very tranfient. For prefently after the death 
of the apoftles, we find all the Jewifh chrif- 
tians diftinguiflicd by the name of Naza- 
renes^ or Ebionites, and no trace of the 
doflrine of the divinity of Chrift among 
them. 

When all thefe things are confidered, vli: 
that Athanafius acknowledged that it re- 
quired great caution in the apoftles to di- 
vulge the dodtrine of the divinity of Chrift, 
and that the gofpel was preached with fuc- 
cc/s among the Gentiles, while the Jews 

H % were 
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were ignorant of it, it can hardly be doubt- 
ed, ,but that he muft himfclf have con* 
lidered the chriftian church in general as 
unitarian in the time of the apoftles, at leaft 
till near the time of their difperfion and 
death . 

According to Athanafius, the Jews were 
to be well grounded in the belief of Jefus 
being the Chrift, before they could be 
taught the doftrine of his divinity. Now, 
if we look into the book of Adts, we fliall 
clearly fee, that they had not got beyond 
the firft leflbn in the apoftolic age, the great 
burden of the preaching of the apoftles 
being to perfuade the Jews that Jefus was 
the Chriji. That he was likewife God, 
they evidently left to their fucceffors, who, 
indeed, did it moft efFedtually, though it 
required a long courfe of time to fucceed 
in it. 



A.f. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Of the concurrent Tejiimony of other Fathers 
to the caution of the Apofles^ in teaching 
the DoSirines of the Pre-exijience and Di^ 
vinity of Chriji. 

T Have no great occafion to lay much ftrefs 
on the teftimony of Athanafius, as there 
is that of others of the Fathers fufficiently 
full and clear to the fame purpofe. 

Chryfoftom having faid, that Chrift 
taught his divinity by his works only, 
fays, that " Peter alfo, in the beginning, 
•* ufed the fame method. For that, in his 
** firft difcourfe to the Jews, he taught no- 
*• thing clearly concerning his divinity ; 
** ajjd becaufe they were then incapable of 
•* learning any thing clearly concerning it, 
** he dwelt upon his humanity ; that, being 
** accuftomed to this, they might be pre- 
** pared for what they were to be taught 
*^ afterwards. And if any perfon," he fays, 
** will attend to the whole of their preach- 

H 3 • '' ing. 
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i^* ing, he will fee what I fay very clearly. 
*• For he calls him a man^ and dwells upoi^ 
M his fufFering and refurreftion, and things 
^* belonging to the flefh. And Paul, whei> 
5* he fpeaks of his being the Son of David 
M according to the fep, teaches us nothing 
^' farther, that what belonged to the huma- 
f* nity might be acknowledged. But the 
f' fon of thunder difcourfes concerning his 
** myftcrious and eternal exiftence ; fo that, 
** omitting what he t//V/, he relates what he 
f'was^^r 

The fame writer fays, that the apoftles 
concealed the doftrine of the miraculous 
conception on account of the incredulity of 

* Ata Tt7o >ej Oe?^©" cv a^}(yi 'Vila hbx^m t« i^ottu • x) yof 

fljff < rni Sf o7n7©- avla jsuf Topeg fMxAzw Kr;^t/o», 3ia 7 )^o TOf j wff i 7^ 
OMCvofjiiai ei>iia}piCii hoyoig ' iva riiloi; n oKon yvfMfaa^eio'a m ^JOimi 
^^ooibvetnar] iiiaa-ftciyia «) ei pahoilo rt; mv ir^aryopiocv isaaoof am* 
div iit^^iv, Evpnaei ri/fo o X£y« C^o^^a ^ia>atA7roy |tj yap avipa auJof 
Ka}>£i ''tj aJlci, y] Twj T8 wo^Kf jy Trig avaracntcg ;t^ T«f «a?a ^-o^xci 
ym^crcfij^ miaPpiQu hcr^oig . y^ Ylav>^g Jg, 61 av Xfyw, ra ytj-o/Afw en 
ff^{piju£c; AaCi? xa76e axpHOj sJcv £7t^v »y^j 'sroiJ^t/fi, oM* o3i to 
tTioixciv STTi rr,g omovofuxg 'SJC^iiT^ivTrlai * o imm TyjLSii o/jLo>J7y}ifJi^ • aX^* 
mi Sfovrni vio; %rm rug a^fma xai 'mpoaiuvm fifiiv w^raflfft^ oio^s* 
'^ilai vw . 3ia raro to tnomaev of n;, to tjv f6>)K£y« In John, Hon). 

2. Opera, vol* 8, p. lo; 

the 
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the Jews with refpeil to it, and that when 
they began to preach the gofpcl, they in-^ 
fifted chiefly on the refurredtion of Chrift. 
With refped: to the former (and tjie fame 
may, no doubt, be applied to the latter) he 
fays, ** he did not give his own opinion 
•* only, but that which came by tradition 
^* from the Fathers and eminent men. He, 
^* therefore, would not have his hearers to 
** be alarmed, or think his account of it 
** extraordinary*/' 

Thus, he fays, that ** it was not to give 
** oflfence to the Jews, that Peter, in his 
*• firft fpeech to them,' did not fay that 
** Chriji did the wonderful works of which 
" he fpake, but that God did them by him ; 
** that by fpcaking more modeftly he might 
'* conciliate them tohimfelff." The fame 
caution he attributes to him in " not faying 
•* that Chrift, but that God fpake by the 

tpu)^ Xoyo(,aX^ valt^av YifAsls^otv ^iwfjtarw t^ I'mtn^iuiv av^^^o;:* 

In cap. Matt. i. Horn. 3. vol. 7. p. 20^ 

•f* Om«7i yiyti oil ai!i®'j oXX oli 3i avht o $ecf, ivot fjta,>0^ ra fjt£^ 
Ifiaim f^exifunjbi. In Ai^a Apoftolorum, cap. 2. Horn. 6. 
▼ol. 8. p* 49 1 • 

H 4 " mouth 
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*^ mouth of his holy prophets, that by thele 
•* means he might bring them gradually to 
" the faith*." 

After treating pretty largely of the con- 
duit of the apoftles, with refpedt to their 
infifting on the dodrine of the refurreftion 
of Chrjft, rather than that of his divinity, 
injmediately after the defcent of the Holy 
Spirit, he fays, " As to the Jews who had 
*^ daily heard and been taught out of the 
** law, Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord thy God is 
** one Lord, and befides him there is no other, 
** haying feen him (J.efus) nailed to a crofs, 
** yea, having killed and buried him them- 
** felvcs, and not having feen him rifen 
** again ; if they had heard that this perfon 
** was God equal to the Father, would not 
*' they have rpjefted and fpurned at it." I 
want words in Englifh to exprefs the force 
of the Greek in this place. 1 he latin tranf- 
lator renders it, nonne maxime omnes ab his 
verbis ahhoruijfcnt , ac refilijfent et oblairaffcnt. 
** On this account," he adds, *' they (th6 



ffv&KioZiiV fAa>?^ avl:ii I'TTctyofjLSv®' Big "srinv r^if/a. In A£la 

Apoftolorum, Horn. 9. vol. 8. p. 511. 

1 ^* apoftles) 
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«* apoftles) brought them forwards gently 
•' and by flow degrees, and ufed great art in 
** condefcending to their weaknefs*." 

Chryfoftom reprefents the apoftle as bcr 
ginning his epiftle to the Hebrews with 
faying, that ** it v/as God who fpake 
•' by the prophets, and not that Chrifl: 
** himfelf had fpoken by them, becaufe 
** their minds were weak, and they were 
** not able to bear the doftrine concern- 
'* ing Chrift f . He even fays, that when 

voytHy Axus iT^ocnXy Kv^iog o ^e®- an xv^i®" Eig suv, ifj 'B7<nv aults 

t^ rau^avieg it) ^a^^vles^ k} ah avaravJa ^£Mra;xevot, axaovki oil 
Ss®- crnr aul®' ii73^, jy tw -270?^* <cr®-, hk ccv fjux^ura 'sctHm cvxt' 

tffoaCi^aiiia't^ ty 'aohXn fxiv fux^'*rflM nn ty]; (TuyHalaSao'sai oixavofjud^ 
In A<Sa Horn. i. Op9ra, vol. 8. p. 447. 

+ K*« Sea Ti awtloi^ auio £i^e . a yap eiTrev Sf©" c^o^dtcv 
wathiys wl®" nv >a>on(Ta^ . a>^ ETrsiSV) off^svtii aulav naan ai 4'i/« 
%flu, ^ aSs^rw axattv vt^wavlo tu tsioi ts xf **^» f ikt/v Sc©- ii aula 
0a3^i9. In Heb. cap. i. Opera, vol.10, p- 1756. i.e. 
"■ See how prudently be fpoke : for he faij God fpake 
.*/' though .it was himfelf that fpake ; but becaufe their 
* *' minds were weak and ihey were not able to bear the 
" things concerning Chrift, he fays God fpnke by h!m,** 
N. B. The (jf) in thc/cconJ claufc of this paflage muft 

be 



h 
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** he there fpeaks of Chrift as above the 
♦♦angels," he ftill fpake of his huma- 
nity. ** See," fays he, " his great cau- 

* tion, op irti owtaiv 7nv ^oxKnv*, the Very expref- 
fion ufed by Athanafius on a fimilar occa- 
iion. 

But we find no trace of either Jews or 
Gentiles having received thefe fublime doc- 
trines that Chryfoftom alludes to in the 
age of the apoftlcs. Nay we fee that he 
himfelf reprefents the apoftle Paul as oblig- 
ed to ufe the fame caution with refpedt to 
the Jews, when he wrote the epiftle to the 
Hebrews, which was fo late as A. D. 62. 
about two years before his death, 

Theodoret obferves, that *' in the genea- 
•* logy of Chrift given by Matthew, this 
** writer did not add according to the flejl^^ 
<< becaufe the men of that time would not 
*^ bear it ;" evidently meaning, that they 
would thereby have been led into a fufpi- 

be inferted by miftake for («}) or fomc other particle, as it 
contradifts what is faid in the clofe of the fentence, and 
fhc obvious fenfe of the whole. Or perhaps, the firft Sf®- 
ibould have been x^ir@', 
* InHeb. cap. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 1755. 

cion 
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pioa tbat^ io the idea of the writer^ he had 
ibme higher origin, and that they would 
Jiave been offended at it. '^ But the apoA 
*• tie Paul,'* he fays, *' could not avoid that 
** expreffion in his epiftle to the Romans,** 
He adds that, ^' before his death, not only 
*' to the other Jews, but to the apoftles 
^' themfelves, he did not appear as a God, 
^ nor did his miracles lead them to form 
*• that opinion of himt-" This writer alfb 

c z ns. T T Tg ^g'x; 3b^ >C7:;, ts crujuun; rz J^a^Ji tavi^asii/7aii # 
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fays, that the apoftles in mentioning the fub- 
jedion of Chrift to the Father (i Cor. xv.) 
fpake of him more lowly than was ne- 
celTary for their advantage *.'* 

CEcumenius alfo fays, that ** Peter in his 
«* 6rft fpeech, though by faying that Chrijl 
«* rofe according to tbcjieJJo^ he intimated that 
*^ hje was God, yet refers all to the Father, 
'* that they might receive his fayings'f'." 
He makes the fame obfervation on Peter's 
faying, the promife of the Spirit was from the 
Father. *' He refers things to the Father, 

«Xov Sb^rt^ 'ZETf^i cvUm. . ijJ\cl Se ty^ avaraa-iv, j^ tuv si; a^eam; ma.* 
CoffiVy kJ 'm mavayiH tnevfjuiio; nri^oKrvrtVy t^ ra; 'savloiafTru; Bau" 
fuOH^iag a; etteIeXw, na>^t; ayla to at^aaijuov ovo/jiaf tyvac^av 
ofKOBils; 01 mrsuovliu o*?* ^ ^^^ ^^h ^ "^^ ^^^ fj^ovoyevta woj. In 
Rom. cap. i. Opera, vol. 3. p. 15. Ed. Hals. 

vmv v^o^aifj^tvog P>a€ny, raula 'arporE^Eixe, ra'Ktivolz^oiq xp^^H^^^^ 
Tzyoif Jux T>jy piEivuv w^EXfiay. In I Cor. xv. Opera, vol. 3. 

P- 273- 

t Kai »/e \i]A)f iW^iv Ui tov yji^ov^ et^Xa. 'ZfAKtv lyKi^fJitct* 

vfo< ityiw }^ 70 yivoi to at ikii.m^ t» xf ^'^ S'i^mlcu tok 

• ^Qf AYK* fxti^oy ly ATAfACAjoy ck, to eojAOJt 79 <Ai »<7<t 
^A^KA KnpvT}o/Jof €rJ: , »( x) ^o< yji^o;, )y CVV%UV IV T» 

avloA TA MyofAiVA. Opera^ vol. i. p. 21. 

•* that 
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*' that he might draw his hearers ^/' Again, 
he obferves, that he faid '' the Father, and not 
** Chrift, promifed that appearance by Joel|/* 
On another part of his fpeech, in which 
mention is piade of God glorifying his Son 
yefusy he fays, *' he fpake humbly concern- 
•* ing him :{:." 

Quoting Theodoret, he " calls low dif- 
•* courfes concerning Chrift the firfi ele^ 
** merits. To thofe who were not capable 
of a perfedl faith, the preachers of the 
gofpel oflFered what relates to the huma- 
** nity of Chrift. Thus the bleffed Peter 
'* preaching to the Jews, meafures his doc- 
** trine by the weaknefs of his hearers. 
*• For he fays, Jefus of Nazareth^ a man 
** approved of God among you. And yc 
** have need, he fays, from negligence, 
*' not being fuch (i. e. perfed) of milk, 
** not of ftrong meat. He calls low dif- 

* Kai *oaKivr» 4y*Tfi aYATt^m^t to yiyovof. eiJ^iynf 
«7«f ruf axpoATA^ k'Tft^Tuu^vQi. OecumcDy vol. i. p. 2I. 

f KfltT ctpp^tf^ ^iv ycLf TOP -o-paTrt [uctjsfct] i^iyiv u rof 
j^fifoy ATafynKA^AiTtiTo cT/ct I«wa t» orpo^wTif. Vol.i. p.ai. 

^aofAeHttfynffcU'-'^u *Bpoff^ivai tgv trcuia. h yog to auloSoiarov m^ 
mpo^iimtv ioin; AftCciy. Ibid. p. 28. 

courfes^ 
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*' courfes concerning Chrifl-, thofe that re-t 
** late to the flcfli, milkf and ftrong meat 
•* fof the perfedt, difcourfes concerning the 
•* divinity of Chrift* For thofe, there-. 
** fore, who were babes in faith, there was 
** need of low difcourfes, as milk is fit 
** for babes ; but for the perfedt in faith, 
** there was need of ftrong meat, the fublime 
•* philofophy concerning Chrift. Every 
•* one, lie fays, who partakes of milk, that 
** is, every one^ who wants thefe lov^ 
** difcourfes concerning the humanity of^ 
•* Chrift (for they are milk) is unikilful/ 
** and not a partaker of the word of righte- 
*' oufnefs. By the word of righteoufnefs, 
** he means the dodtrine of the divinity of 
<• Chrift, &c.*" 

^np XP^ ^^oyag otaM(n, roig ya^ ix-^t va nw winv sirxnKC&t 
nXSdOr, rx 'Xi^i ix; avi-fUTroliSc; 'SfC'^n^r^ov ficvay rv; aXr&sid; Oi 

etH^ enro n ^h a^raSt Jfiy.oncv a; ufioc^, Kcu ytymale x^^^^ ^X^- 
Itf. Avhi ytyovais^ ^>i7iv, w ^a^vuic^. toe cvlig romlot^ ya^fiwJo; jA 
d rcf€«5 r^o^su; . yji^a Xsysi Tag raTntvai tsf^t XJ^n* ^078^, t«^ -arf^C 
Tilt; ffopKog : n^eoof h 7ppr,v, mq TEXfi«f t«j 'Siici tu; Sf tWoj auHi • 
Toij Iff €1 vrfKioiq Tw nstiuv^ tin Xoysjy rx'Trsivcuv [Kaia>0<flKav yof roi^ 

• 
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" Having called difcourfes concerning 
*' the humanity ofX'hrift, x\izjirji principles ^ 
*' and thofe concerning his divinity ^r/^r- 
•^ tion^ *left they ftiould defpond, as not 
•* being worthy of the moil perfedt dif- 
•• courfes, he endeavours to give them thofe 
*' that v^ere perfeft. And he fays fo, but 
•• not in the fame fenfe in which he had 
** ufed the word perfect before, for they 
•* were not able to bear it. But he difpofcs 
** his difcourfe in another manner, calling 
•* firft principles, baptifm, the impofition of 
•* hands, and the fign;" perhaps that of the 
crofs, '* and perfedion, the philofophy of 
•'works*" 

MVftH (jShi yof to yo^a) Mni^og in a^ afuloxog ^072t ^Dtcuoo'umg . Xoyof 
ftidicuG^wns V/^U tov 'sre^i mg ^iohilog th hu^ih * d ce^sa tfofnt. 
l^)rn^ ^oyo{, jcj Ta i/i^Ai?^ ^aspi yj^iVi ioyfjtala. In Heb* Opera, 
vol. ?. p. 353. 

• Aw iiTTw apxn* Toug 'at^i avSfWTreMbj its iwpw >joyovgy rtkeio\ 
'iijla & Tcyj *sifi ^Eohjhg, wa /xn aSw/wovwcriv slw, wj ^u c^ix/jlsvoi rosy t#- 
>£40?ff«i' ^oyfijv P^fyftv tkj t£Ae«*^ 'an^oclai . X£y« ?£ , »;g 015 awj T£^cwi^ 
CKOAE^, (« y:tf icx^^v omho-m .) a>A' e7f^ft;j fi^ohvei rov ?oyor, 
Of XW /tin' JO Pa'^lur/jM «aX«v, »cj t»jv £v oJ/o) ruv xf*f ^ «rt&f(riy 1^ 
rfforytidy TiuMa ^f, Ti^y J'^ e^y&jy fi^caopiof^ Photius in 

CEcumen. in Heb. vol. 2 p- 354* 

Commenting 
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Commenting oil Heb. v. 7. he washeard^ 
*« in that be feared^ CEcumenius fays, ** this 
•* he faid on account of the weaknefs of his 
** hearers *." And again, fpeaking of God 
having raifed up Chrifty he fays, '* the di- 
*' vine Paul often fpeaks in,a low ftyle ; fay- 
*^ ing. That the Father raifed up Chrift f ." 

Theophylaft, commenting on Heb. i. 
fays, " Why did he not fay that Chrift fpake 
** to us ? It was both becaufc they were 
«* weak, and not yet able to hear concerning 
*• Chrift, and to (hew, that the Old and the 
** New Teftament have the fame author J." 

I fhall now proceed to (hew, that, in the 
opinipn of the fame Fathers, the apoftles 
thought it neceffary to obferve the fame 
caution in teaching the dodtrine of the di- 
vinity of Chrift to the Gentiles, that'iiad 
been requifite with refpedt to the Jews. 

ii tivi iia TV9 off^iveiav rav cutsovlajv^ htto) fjisya?^ £xov7an^ ve^ 
i^off^enaruv coasovlw* In Heb. vol. 2. p. 349* 

fnn9 eofofn^MTcv xi^trov. Ibid. p. 310* 

X Aia T< 3c KM. EiTTev^ €}aXKa'iv npuv Xf '^^ « ^f^ A^f ^^ '''^ 
sta^tviii iivcu aula; x^ fXYr^a iuvaa^cu aMsa-cu 'Sipi 7 « x^im . ofjta it 
t^ 3a«n/tty, A n ^cH^cua ^ n Houvn^ cv9$ en >^ th aiJlu. Vol. 2. 
p. 876. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Of the Caution obferved by the ' Apojiles in 
teaching the DoSfrines of the Pre-exiftence 
and Divinity of Chriji to the Gentile Con- 
verts. 

T^HE apoftles found the Jews fully per- 
fuaded concerning the dodlrinc of the 
divine unity, and on that account they arc 
rcprefented by the Fathers as cautious how 
they taught the dodtrine of the divinity of 
Chrift, left their hearers fhould have been 
ftaggered at it, as if they had preached two 
Gods. The Gentiles were in a quite dif- 
ferent fituation, believing in a multiplicity 
of Gods ; on which account it might be 
thought to require Icfs caution to teach this 
favourite dodrine to them. But then, for 
the fame reafon for which it was thought 
improper for Mofes and the prophets to 
teach it to the Jews, in the former periods 
of their hiftory, when they were in danger of 
falling into idolatry, it was equally improper 
to infift upon it with the Gentiles, left they 
ihould have been encouraged to perfevere 
Vol. III. I in 
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in the fame iyftcm. Alfo, after they were 
brought to the worfhip of one God, they 
would ha^re been no lefs averfe to fuch a 
doftrine as the trinity than the jews. On 
this account it w^s not lefs ba;sardous, ad- 
cording to Chryfoftom, to teach the doc-^ 
trine of the divinity of Chrift to the Gen- 
tiles than it had been to the Jews. ' 

In the paifage, part of which I have quoted 
above, after obferving, that if the apoftles had 
not conducted themfelvcs in this cautious 
manner with refpcd: to the Jews, their whole 
doftrine would have appeared incredible to 
them, he adds, ** and at Athens Paul calls 
*' him" (Jefus) ** (imply a man, and nothing 
** farther, and for a good reafon. For if 
'* they often attempted to ftonc Chrift himr 
** felf, when he fpake of his equality with 
** the Father, and called him on that account 
•* a blafphcmer, they would hardly have re- 
** ceived this dodrine from fifliermen, cfpe- 
** cially after fpeaking of him as crucified, 
** And why do I fpcak of the Jews ? when 
** at that time even the difciples of Chrift 
'^ himfelf were often difturbed and fcanda- 
'^ lized at him, when they heard fublime 

"doiftrines 
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'* doArines 5 on which account he faid, 1 
" have many things to fay to you^ hut yt are 
^^ not yet able to bear them. And if they 
'* could not bear thefe things, who had liv- 
*^ ed fo long with him^ and had received i# 
*' many myfteries, and feen fo many mira« 
*' cles, how could men, who were then firft 
** taken from their altars, idols, and facri« 
^' fices, and cats, and crocodiles (for fuch 
" was the worfliip of the heathens) and 
" being then firft brought off from thefe 
** abominations, readily receive fublimedoc- 
•'trines*?" 

Theodoret, commenting on i Cor. viii. 
6* To us there is one God the Father^ and one 

iOUv. tiMolotg, et yap aylov tov Xf»rov 3ia^£70fuyov 'mpi nmmrm 
^Afa lO'ohS®'^ }^a(TouisQ>o^cuui smxiifncrav, sy 0\oiaftifjLO¥ ha nSo 
i^uXsy, ax<^y^ tsa^si tcuv oXisuvthIov tov >oyov eh^avloy ^ thIo tup 
fotif09 vpox^purcalof. Km n iei xeyciy th; iHiauag * om ye i^ atXot 
^wcMoutti 01 fAoMcu rm t^Xolspav euxovltg s^opt^isvlo «; saxdcyJas* 
^9So» iisiT}ilo j^ cMyc voTOiU exu }^st¥ vyuv a^ H^uvMT^ifias'aiit» 
tifkm siiii ixsim OH e^waHo cu auyytvofAsm xfovw roa^ov^ j^ roaiSuy 
tMm/nraiitg aTTo^^avj x^ roaaula ^taa-afum^aufjiala, *arag ea&^voL' 
oaropo^fAWi 'b Bt^y^v, x) ^tviwy, ^ atXtpavj J^ h^oKT^tiKuv^ TotaJia 
T^ irr Tm f^Xmwy aXcuTiidia ; x} ruv oM&w row xanm rols vpoHav 
n^ovra^diylefi a^fow ^ug (AfruXs; rotv ioyfialw tisiavio P^ayv;. In 
Afta, Horn. i. Opera, vol. 8. p. 447, 

I 2 Lard 
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Loidjefus Cbrijly fays, ^* Here he calls the 
•* one God, and the other Lord, left he 
^* fhould give thofe who were juft freed 
** from heathenifm, and had learned the 
^* truth, a pretence for returning to their 
••'heathenifm and idolatry *.'* 

CEcumenius, on the fame place, fays, 
** The apoftle fpcaks cautioufly concerning 
•• the Father and the Son, calling the Father 
** the one God, left they (hould think there 
*• were two Gods ; and the Son the one 
** Lord, left they (hould think there were 
** two Lords. For if he had faid God and 
•• Gody the Greeks, from their ignorance, 
'* would have thought it had been poly- 
•* theifm I or if he had faid Lord and Lord, 
*' they would have thought there were manjr 
•* Lords. This is the reafon why he now 
** fay 5^ that the Father was God, and the 
•* Son Lord. For he had prcmifed that with 
*• us there was but one God. Had he called 
** both the Father and the Son God, and 

* ^vlcu&a fjLivloi rov /Jtsv Seor 'Spwnr/optun^ rCfv ii wfm * stfafoi 

fioSaaif vapcurx;n vfofaatv it; nw vd^jAsot tifitara^nar vaO^vi[0finfrau 
In Lo€« Opera, vol. 3. p. 158. 

** Lord 
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^* Lord, he would haye been found afting 
** contrary to his own affirmation to the 
** Greeks, and would have appeared to have 
•^ introduced many Gods, and many Lords. 
** Therefore he calls the Father God, and 
«• the Son Lord ; condefcending to the ftate 
^* of novices in the Greeks*/* Again, 
fpeaking of God having raifed Chrift from 
the dead, he fays, ** the apoftle herein con- 
** defcends to them as children, not that 
** Chrift was not able to raife himfelf-j-;'* 
Theodoret alfo, in his expofition of 1 Cor. 
15. in which the apoftle fays, that the Son 
** wasfubjeSl to the Father^ fays, '* the divine 
*• apoftle, fearing the evil that might arifc 

* Afo ncu itiug o/rfaT^g ra 'bjoQ^o^ km th uia EfcvMcrdn ' top iuey 
msH^a WKW t»a ^iov^ ofa /Mt %/o $»; vofjuo'citn^ rov mcu wcv tva W" 
f MTt OM /m 3b0 w^ wfMffato'iv ' ti yof tiTn drov mm ^oy, voU^dacof 
OB9 ti etmfiaf svofuaw £xx»iyFf , a xvfwv mm mu^ovs 'mo}Miv^tohila cm 
nopuffca . »rt mmtm vw nveiv S20V mdJitfa mm Mufiov Toy um mUh n 
aSta . 719 TOf uTTocxoiit^wg vaf> vfuv tva $foy sivca . fi 2(V n^v uoi " 
ra^ veOifa mm rev wo¥^ 9<ov m mv^iov^ mao^v tvpuntih m ounwt vwo- 
ffXf^^ 00vy vf o( Ex^nwo; n'ay2(2f/avo(^ mm voKu^UMf n va^MVfMa 
MoSa TO fMvofWKHf Ei^oywv . iio ^tov UTTuv rov 'saSipa^ MVfwv ti'jn 

Toy ui09^ m wJrMi cvyMcSa^Mvajv ruv EXA>]vaw. Opera, vol, I • 
p. 492. 

"f* O 3^ ^tog jy Toy Mu^m nyei^ev. £7i nmioti ww^ cSki avTMaia' 
QMnvf'i MM *apog tdv mTrMa exuim T^OiSiv • ftn Sopt/CijSn; MtH(Ta4 wi 
9so( Tov Xf^^^ vyuftv • h yaf tiru im i^x^^ tM/lov tytifM^ rih *' 
fiffw. Ibid. p. 469. -* 

*' from 
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** from the Crccian mythology, added thcfe 
*• things, fpeaking in low terms for their 
** advantage *." 

According to CEcumenius, thofe whom 
John, in his firft epiille, addreiTes as cbiU 
dren^ were thofe who were acquainted with 
the humanity of Chrift only, as the grown 
men were thofe who knew his divinity. 
Of the latter he fays, that ** they knew him 
** that was from the beginning. But who 
•* is from the beginning, but God the logos, ' 
** who was in the beginning with God?'* 
He reprefents him as explaining his own 
meaning in the following manner : " Since 
*' I knew that you will receive my writings 
according to the difference in your ages, I 
muflmeafure mydodrine according to your 
^* ages, and difcourfe with fome as children 
** who know the Father," he means God the 
Father only ; ** but to others as fathers, who 
** know more than the children, and not as 
** the father only, but as without origin and 
•* unfearchable, for he was in the begin- 
•• fling. To thefe I muft addrcfs more per- 

parngf vfoptimo; ^^nv, ToJia vfon^ttta^ ra'jrmoltfioi xf^^¥^^ 
>oyei( SUi Tnr imimw MfcMipy. Opera, vol. 3. p. 201. 

*'fea 
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** USi difcourfes*." Inconliftently, how- 
ever, with this, he fays, that ** by thofe who 
** d^ the Son, in this epiftle, are meant 
** they who fay that Chrift was a mere 
" man i" and yet he fays» that " by thofe 
" who denied that Jefui was the Cbrift, wero 
" meant the Gnoftics." 

Theophylad, commenting on 1 Gor. i, 8. 
fcys, ** Since Paul was writing to the 
" Greeks, who worfhipped many Gods, 
*' and many Lords, on this account he 
*' does not call the Son God, Jcft they 
** {hould think there were two Gods, ai 
•' being accuftomed to polytheifm. Nor 
•* did he call the lather Lord, left they 
** Should think there were many Lords. 
*' For the fame reafon he made no mention 

* On Men txfv Tw tvtt^iy tb «t opX'f ftafrufti . tij Je o asr 
MfXK J « ^ 9 9«f »yo(, 0( w tv afxi «fit '"'* Sf». Efl-ti w 
fwnr VTotf i/itoi o^a narn tat ran tiMkiw !) tfa^ ii^/utus ra irof 

iguur Tw ii^JtncOjgr, koi tn; ftn a; wuSisi; nrEnweon Tat vattpa 
Ifrra St TW §IOv) 3iauj(di|Vdu . tw; St a; va.T^a, n -atim ix^n 
Via ma^tn nena tw yn»ai, tt lai u( varifci fiovm itetkmukh, 
oMa tiat Hi eoofxix <w eUltiinrtct . nv rsf tv ofx* • Tt<^f ^ «« 
fOitAfti' a^fwwge^ivi' mtnrof^M aotu • In JqIui, Open, 
Tol. 2. p. 570. 

1 4 "of 
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«^ of the Holy Spirit, fparing the Itcakaefs 
^^-of bis hearers; as the prophets do not 
*^ mention the Son clearly, on account of 
<« the Jews, left they fliould think of a 
** generation with paflion*." In his Com*- 
mentary on i CoL i. 12. he obfervcs, that 
** Paul mentions. giving thanks to the Fa« 
*• ther only. He does the fame/' he fays, 
^ in the epiftk to the Corinthians, bring* 
*.* ing them. gradually to the dodtrinc con^' 
?* cerning the Son •f'/' 

The fiune writer, in his Commentary on 
1 Tim. ii. 5. ^bere is one Go J, and one me-- 
diator between God and Man, the man Cbrift 
Je/ksj iays, ^' he does not fpeak plainly 
*^ concerning the deity of Chrift, \ hecaufe 
V polytheifm then abounded, and left he 

fAdlJof fpyntr^fi Ifletiz-^A, puJ^ofxivo^ rfif et^truttf r§fv AKnof'^ 
%f • tf^irff 3^ oi *fffopiiflai Ttt viv ffA^m v ixifAmjcti, ^m th^. 
W^«i¥f, ifA fd.n fjti^A'^M vofAi^nfU Tirr yt^vne'iv. Opera,.* 
roL 1. p. ta6. 

Ca^III Avty^ Iff 7dr ^vf^i v^k^?s.oyoy, Vol. 2. p. 63.1. 

** fhould 
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*^ ihould be thought to introduce many 
•* gods ; where, though he fays, one and 
*^ one, he does not put them together, and 
*^ fay twOf but only one and one. Such 19 
" the caution of the fcriptures. On this- 
<• account he makes no mention of the 
^ Spirit, left he ihould feem to be a poly^ 
«thcift«/' 

Such abundant evidence as this, when 
there is nothing to oppofe to it (and many 
more paiTages to the fame purpofe mighty 
I doubt not, be coiledted, if it could be 
thought that they were at all wanting) muft 
furcly fatisfy all the impartial, that, in the 
opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc- 
trines of the pre-exiftcnce and divinity of 
Chrift were coniidered as being of fuch a 
nature, as that it would not have been pru- 
dent to rifk the communication of them 
cither with Jews or Gentiles, on their iirft 

^'f^uf ^luf waiftia'ayuf. oTityi isJ^t to, f/f jy uf, orav Ai- 
^»^«UTi» yAf fi ivKtiCiitt 7nf yfA^tif . //* tuto in ifArttff^^ 

converiioa 
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converfion to chriftianity. And the plain- 
inference from this is, that the orthodox 
Fathers muft neccffarily have fuppofed, 
that the chrilUan church, in general, was 
9t firft unitarian, and that it continued to be 
fy a con fiderabl^ time. For none of them 
(ay, or hint, when this c^utipn on the part 
bf the apoftles ceafed i and they repreifent 
them as ufipg it in the very lateft of their 
lyritings, as in thofe from Paul after his 
confinement at Rpme, and therefore not 
long before the deftru^ion of Jerufalem^ 
At that tirne^ therefore, they muft have 
thought that the great body of chriftians 
were unitarians, and without being cpn^ 
fidered as heretics on that account. 

But the moft decifive proof of this is 
their unlverfally concluding, that the doc^ 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divjnity of 
Chrifl: were never taught clear Jy and expli- 
citly till it was done by John, in the intro« 
duftion to his gofpel, which they fuppofed 
to have been publiflied among the laft of 
the books of the New Teftament, and after 
the death of the other apoftles. 

CHAP- 
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CHAPTER VIL 

Of yobn being thought to have been the Jtrjt 
who clearly and boldly taught the doShinei 
of the Pre-exifience and Divinity ofChrift. 

A S this is an article of confiderable con- 
fequence, I fhall prbduce a redundance 
of evidence in fupport of it ; nothing being 
better calculated to fatisfy us, that^ in the 
opinion of the chriftian Fathers, the doc* 
trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift were not generally received in the 
life-time of the other apoftles ; and, there* 
fore^ that iimple unitarianifm could not have 
been confidered as any herefy in the early 
ages. Thefe authorities I ihall produce^ 
as I have generally done others, nearly in 
the order of time in which the writers 
flourifhed. I ihall only firil obferve, that 
John feems to have ^ot the title of 9io?u)y®-» 
divine, from this circumftance, of his teach- 
ing the dodlrine of the divine logos, which 
was fuppofed to be peculiar to him. This 
3 appellation 
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appellation is given to him in the title to 
the book of Revelation. It is mentioned 
by Athanafius in his'Scrriio Major de Fide*,' 
and al(b by Cyril of Alexandria -f-.. For a 
£q;iilar reafon Ifaiah is fliled Theologus by 
Bufebius, in If. xxiv. lo.J 

J (hall alfo remind ^ my reader in this 
ptace, that this hypothefis of John hav- 
ftDg taught the dodtriAe of the divinity 
nf Chrifl: in the introduction of hia gof- 
fiA^ doe^ not occur in the ear lied writers* 
Thefc beii)g nearer to the A>urce of infor<p 
mation, fay that John . had a view to ithc 
Gnoftics only, both in his epiftles» and 
the introduction to his gofpel. This wat 
the opinion oi Irena^us, who wrota abcii( 
the year 170; for which fee this work^ 
▼ol. I. p. 253. The firft writer who fayf 
that John meant the unitarians^ \ believe^ 
mzt Origen. 

* Montfaucon's ColledMo, vol. 2. p. 13. 
- ^ Uom. Opera^ vol. 2. p- 75* 
. t ^ontfducgn'iCpUqdiQi vol. a. p. 450. 



sec- 



Chap. VII. Divinity of Cbrift. 125 



SECTION I. 

^be Acknowledgments of the Cbriftian Fa^ 
ibers that Jobn was the firji who taugbt 
tbe doSlrines above-mentioned. 

/^RIGEN, though a zealous defender of 
the dodtrines of the pre-exiftence and 
di villi ty of Chrift, yet, as will appear in 
its proper place, only confidered them as 
more fublime doctrines, fit for the more 
perfcft chriftians. He fays, that *' John 
** alone introduced the knowledge of the 
•* eternity of Chrift to the minds of the 
^' Fathers*/' '^ John himfelf was tranf- 
** formed into God, and fo became partaker 
*' of the truth, and then pronounced that 
** the word of God was in God from the 
** beginning -f-." 

* Jotnnes fob ejus sterna in notubm fideliuiti anima- 
rum introducit. Opera, vol. a. p. 428. 

t Sandus itaque theologus in deum tranfmutatus, veri- 
tatis pardceps, domini verbum fubfiftere in deo principio, 
hoc eft deum filium in ^eo patre, pronunciat. Ibid. 

2 " No 
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No one," fays this writer, " taught the 
divinity of Chrift fo clearly as John, who 
prefents him to us, faying, I am the light 
•• of the worlds I am the way^ the truths and 
the life, I am the refurreSHon, I am the 
gate, I am the good fhepherd, and in the 
•* Revelation, / am the alpha and the omega^ 
•' the beginning and the end, the firJl and the 
*' lafl. We may therefore boldly fay, that, 
" as the gofpels are the firft fruits" (or the 
'^ moft excellent part) " of the fcriptures, 
*^ fo the gofpel of John is the firft fruits of 
*' the gofpels ; the fcnfe of which no per- 
•* fon can conceive, except he who reclines 
on the breaft of Jefus, and who receives 
from Jefus his mother Mary« and makes 
^* her his own. He muft be another John, 
who was fhewn by Jefus as another Jefus. 
For he who is perfeft does not himfelf 
'* live, but Chrift lives in him. And fincc 
** Chrift lives in him, he fays to Mary con- 
** cerning him. Behold thy Son, Chrift 
** himfelf*." 

AVA9AVt% . 
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The meaning of this is, that, to have the 

knowledge of the fublicne dodtrines of the 

prc-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, as taught 

by John, a man muft be a chriftian of the 

firft clafs and rank^ far above the ordinary 

fort. He muft be a fccond John, and a 

fecond Jefus, imbibing their fpirit, and 

entering into their moft profound meaning. 

Eufebius, fays, that ** John began the 

•' dodrine of the divinity of Chrift, that 

** being refcrved for him, aS( the moft 

*' worthy*." 

Biit he who wrote the moft largely, and 
the moft eloquently on this fubjedl is Chry- 

tr rif cb7oxecAt/4<<> ^y^ t'/^' ^o <£ i^rocj^n «tp;^ff j^ to TtAoff 
f m^tn^ }^ i^^AT©- • 7o\uimov roivvp U7r%ti^ A'^*f^W9 
//.€r tfdL7m yfdL^uv ftvtu to. ivAyytMa^ tcov J^auf^yyiKitifp 
ATttp^^tif 70 x,ATd. laa¥i'ni't is tqv vhv v^w^ J^vvtLTctt KuCuf ym 
ftr^Tfo-ftp «Ti TO rJi'3'O- \w^^ yi.ni'i k<lC»9 ato Iwn rnf 
Mctp/cer ytPoiJLiVfiv jy avth fXHTSptf; x) rnhiK^Tov ^t yin^bcm 
Xii T07 iffo(jL%yoy a»*ov laetvnv, tcf 72 ofivn rev loAwnr /ii- 
p^-5ffy«i oyrce I})^«r otTo Ik^v — xcu yd,^ nrAf o TtTsAsiAifitrO* 

j^/ir®*, At^gTrti 'O'ipi «i/T» Tw NUpi2t^ /A i/<^- «•¥ ;^ir0»« 
Comment, in Johan. vol. 2. p. 5. 

'tvivfjitiTof oiA Kf incept 'M'Afit'jre^vAayfj.ifnf • TatvTrt ftir vp 
ff/bi/r «cp/ Tiff TH Xfl^Tflt Ifi^flirrifr ct/et^JVA/v ^pcc^iff fff«dr.>flr« 
Hift. lib,3. ctp. 24. p. 117. 

foftom 
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ioftotn. And it will be fepti that the groat- 
nefs of the myftery, its alarming appear-^ 
ance to the Jews» aiid the extreme cautioa 
of the evangeliiU and apoilles in divulging 
it, gave him great fcope for magnifying the 
courage of John, in teaching what the other 
Upoflles had only ventured tq hint at, and 
which waB refcrvcd for him, as l\iQ fon of 
thunder, and whofe emblem was the eagle, 
to exprefs his fearing higher than any other 
that had gone before him. 

*' John," he fays, *' alone taught the ctcr- 
** naland fuper-celeftial wifdom*." ** John 
•• firft lighted up the lamp of theology ; and 
*' all the moft diftant churches running to 
♦♦ it, lighted up their lamps of theology, and 
** returned rejoicing, faying. In the hegin^ 
*^ ing was the logos'^.'' 

Chryfoftom reprefents all the preceding 
writers of the New Teftament as children, 

r 

who heard, but did not underftand things, 
*• and who were bufy about cheefe-cakes 

* Vitmq T))v oumm n^ uTti^Koafuov fi>^o(ro^iav Kngu^. In John 

i» Opera, vol. 6. p. 235- 

*^ Tlfiik ex9ab^a(Ta rev Tng ^ioy^oyia^ >^X^% 'aourai Tm rst^m 04 

mtii^i K^ uxsr^e^ Xcufuffa^ tv a^xt w ^079$• Ibid. p. 604. 

•' and 
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** and childi(h fports*, but John," he fays, 
'^ taught what the angels themfelves did 
'* not know before he declared it-f ;" and 
he reprefents them as his mod attentive aa» 
ditors. •* Leaving the Father/' he fays, 
•• he (John) difcourfed concerning the Son, 
'^ becaufe the Father, was known to all, if 
^* not as a Father, yet as God, but the 
*• unbegotten was unknown J." 

Of the three firfl evangel ifls, he fays, 
*' they all treated of the flefhly difpenfation, 
*' and filently by his miracles, indicated his 
•* dignity. The dignity of the logos of 
*' God was hid, the arrows againft the he- 
** retics were concealed, and the fortifica- 
•• tion to defend the right faith was not 
** raifed by the pious preaching. John, 
'* therefore, the fon of thunder, being the 

oOvf^bMa ^euiiMa» In Joban. z. Opera, vol. 8. p. 2. 

-f A /mStr oDfikot vpi$ n nihv ytncrSau yHtiaoa • fuS* n/AUP yof 
^ aui «bi fta Tn; \»am fmtis ucu 3i nifun ^M&at osrc^ sywiist. 
Ibid. 

mm^im iii^9* flMTflWTV fir, a ic^ /ad «( 'sdkf^ oVv' a^Ss®*, % 

fumrm nynrfb. Ibid; p. z i . 

Vol. HI. K ««laft 
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** laft, advanced to the doftrine of the lo- 
** gos/' or the divinity of Chrift*. 

** In the beginning was the word. This 
*' doctrine was not publifhcd at firft, for 
*' the world would not receive it. Where- 
** fore Matthew, Mark, and Luke" (John 
is here added, but it mul): be an interpola- 
tion) *• began at a diftance. When they 
•* began the preaching, they did not imme** 
** diately fay what was becoming his dig- 
** nity, but what would fuit the hearers. 
** Matthew, beginning his gofpel, fays, 
** The book of the generation of Jefus Chrift^ 

the fon of David^ the fon of Abraham. 

Why does he not fay the fon of God? 
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* Tlavlef Kv i)(p^ca ci; niv Tuf ^of x®- oatovofuoy, a^ >if i^ «»(9 
&a Tft)y ^ouimIuv^ syva^t^ov fm aitav • Expimlih h Si tv dc» hoyt 
eitafAa^ Ex^uttWo ie ra Koict tojv cufiliHm Cf^, )^ to rm o^ng 
i(ifig STTilax^iJta sh'jroli ru KYi^vyfjuili mg eya-eCeiaf P)rmflo» iMung 
TWWF, w®" mg ^fovVi TtXivlcuog, vofn^sv btti tw ^o^otiof. Dc 
Sigillis, Op. vol. 6. p 1 73. N. B. The fcnfe of the paffage 
abfolutely requires ocpunlslo and not txyifvrlih jin both the 
claufes, and in the latter it is fo rendered by the Latin 
tranflator, though not in the former. The obfervation, that 
the firft verfes in the gofpel of John are ai"cfutation of all 
herefies is common with the Fathers. No perfon, except 
one who is pretty wdl converfant with theip, can inia^ne 
how <^en thofe verfes occur in their writings. 

4€Why 
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Why does he conceal his dignity by poor 
language ? Why does he conceal from 
men the things relating to his deity } 
^^ He anfwers, I am preaching to the Jews^ 
^^ who do not even belieye him to be 
•• a good man. They would not believe 
^ Chr|ft to be the Ton of Abraham, and 
^ will they believe his being called the fon 
^* of God ?— The bleffcd Mark, alfo, when 
*^ he applied himfelf to writing a gofpel, 
^* taking courage from what had been done 
*• before'* (meaning perhaps, by Matthew) 
*^ calls him the Son of God*, but he imme- 
** diately contracts his difcourfe, and cuts 
^ ihort what he had intended to fay, that 
•* he might footh his hearers. He there- 
to fore, introduces what he had to fay, con- 
•* ceining the Baptift, faying, The begin^ 
** ning oj the g^fpel of Jefus Chrijiy as it h 
^* written in Ifaiab the prophet, Gfc/* 

•* Luke follows in the third place, and 
" goes a middle way. He touches upon 
** the dodrine of the logos, but does not ex* 
*' plain^ or unfold his dignity ; but fays, 
** Since many have undertaken to give an ac* 
** count of what has come to faf% among us^ it 

K 2 ^^/eemed 
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*^ feemed good to me alfo^ who have attended 
1* to every thing from the beginnings ta write 
•' in order as ^bas been delivered to us^ by thofe 
« <wbo were eye^witnejfes and ^inifiers of the 
** logos. But though he mentions the lo- 
«* gos, he did not fay that the logos was 

V God. What then docs he do i Touch- 
^* ing upon the fubjed, and confidering that 
^^ he was fpeaking in the ears of the dead, 
^' he conceals his dignity, and brings or 
"the. (Economy/' i.e. the dodrine of the 
incarnation or humanity of Chrifl:. ** There 
** was a prieft Zacharias, &c." 

" John, therefore, the fon of thunder, 
•* laft of all advanced to the dodlrine of his 

V divinity, after thofe three heralds ; and 
f* with great propriety he followed them» 
** and they went before, lightening a little, 
** as the lightning precedes the thunder, left 
** burfting from the clouds at once it fhould 
•' ftun the hearer. — They therefore lighten- 
** ed the economy ^ or the humanity of Chrift^ 
" but he thundered out the theology^' that 
is, the dodrinc of Chrift's divinity*. 
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Again, be introduces Johnas holding a 
ibliloquy with himfelf, and faying, after 

^^nA}*, Mtr ASfoofA • Sfoh, |Kif i;« S» ; 9mA WImx" ^(^^ ftfuwlaf 
fHv.cgEMv; Sua 70C( ay9p0j%oi$ ra'ieia na^^j/yrktcy vofa hiaoti 

ILk^ fMOkafiOi MofMOi MO^sii eaulov Ui to ct^oy/eMov, x) ^offfwof 
rotf wpcyeyv/jtvao'fAEmiy >ryn fm uov Sbk, o^' et/^c»; om^rrstXc Totr 

m «fitM( T» imAx Toy ffaiflirwf T^w^^, ofxin rt fMsyli^ Inav Xf^t 
jtfAv^ ytrpavjcu £v Ho^oMt tm v^ofrih* — O AoHOi OKoXudci T^tZo^ 
«^ ;cvo; XUffi i*&t r^lm^ «; a7r7f7a< lAty rn^vs T^ya^ » M'lv ^i^rpnua 

#»€mxlfiitp(^dai SbiVDO'iir vffi taw «rc9rx>if o^ofvvACVftnr ti( nfW Vfocy- 

>ayH • t0>a >eyQ9 fuv imev^ ok tmz h oil x^ Seo; w o ^ayo( . ri »^ 

wmxfh *jp*>'7ii njy oImv, ac; vfofEfEi 'rnv outovofAiaof • fyryflo i£fe4 
Zo^goK^ • 1^ Tflt s|iK T8 E<M7/e>at. Iamxiv»k TOIWV l/10> T>:( PfOlh 
Itjf nhoHmof VflfvixSfy t7i thv ^E^^oYtay. fu7(X rs; T^rr; ocuws; mt^t^ 
ma^ ^ tmfl»i o fUBf woyiAiffti^ ot 3e v^ocXz^ov, t^ /ui(Xf a t£u; ot^ att- 
Vk^^maittf yof m; Pfodnt vforyutM arpaTm, na ym o&^oav txtan 
m rm nfwpeeysum '^afh/fy tw euttsvtla, Otjlttq iit^iin tfja»JB ^ov- 
%9 I1MRTIK9 VfocX0E?ov 01 Tfzn KMEy/sTurflu Suojy ftr^^oiy, ^ o( a^ 
m^a4^0 Tw outowyMoy, o ^ ^oy7^ Tny ^idSayiocif, De Sigiliist 

Ppara» vol. 6. p. 1711 &c. 

K 3 ** confidering 
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confidering the progrefs of hercfy, " Why 
** do I delay ? Why have I any longer pa- 
** tience ? Why do I not bring forth the 
•* myftery hid from ages ? Why do I hide 
^^ in myfclf, the wifdom which was before 
** the ages, which I deriye from the im- 
^' mortal fountain on which I lean ? Why 
^* do I not publifb what angels arc ignorant 
*^ of? Why do I hide from the ends of 
^' the earth what no one knpwS;^ except the 
^^ Father ? Why do I not write what Mat-* 
*^thew, and Mark, and Luke, through a 
^* wife and praife- worthy fear, pafled in 
•* filence, according to the orders that were 
^' given them. How ihall I fpeak what 
** was given me freely from above ? Mat-» 
^' thew, according to what was granted to 

•* him, wrote according to his ability, 
f ^ Mark, and l^uke, in like manner, accord- 
" ing to the fupply of the Spirit, have writ- 
^* ten their books in, a becoming rnanner, 
^* I alfo will write, and add to thofe before^ 
^* the fourth fountain of life. For there 
^^ remains to the divine voice the difcourfes 
H pf the divinity ^ ape} the world is in dan- 
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** ger on this quarter. I will write a book 
** which will flop the mouths of all, who 
** fpeak unjuftly of God. I will write a 
*^ book which will hide all the wifdom of 
" the world. I will write a book which 
•• fliall not be confined to what concerns 
** man. For the church is provided with 
** what Mofes wrote concerning theie 
^^ things, about, the heavens and the earthy 

"But I, leaving all things which haVe 
** come to pafs from time, and in time, 
•* will fpeak of that which was without 
*' time, and is uncreated, about the logos 
*' of God, which was generated from the 
*^ Father in an ineffable manner, about 
" which Mofcs dared not to fpeak. But 
^' I am abl^ to. do all things, through Ghrift 
** who ftrengthens me." 

*^ The apoftle John having reafoned thus 
^* within himfelf, and having the pen of a 
^^ Writer in his hand, and confidering how 
** to begin the theology, rejoicing in fpirit^ 
^' but with a trembling hand, is carried up- 
*' wards, being in the body at Ephefus, but 
*^ with z pure heart and holy fpirit leaves 

K 4 *^ the 
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" the earth/' &c. Then rcprefcnting him- 
fclf as carried up into heaven, he fays, that 
** fi£bing out of the Father's bofon;i the 
** doctrine of the divinity, he vrrpte in his 
'* body on earth, Jn the beginning was the 
*' logos, &C*/' 

ill'. Tin vpxrfE^o) ii; fJLi<rmf to avo taw cuuvuv MSK^vmwfw fu/mfioy ; 
Ti earoHftjCQ ioJki nw a-^o ruv eucmn aoftaf^ vjif atm; cAeataU 
mrrtm im^B^uv v^xdffa 9 Tt v 3f)/tAO0'i£va), ov ayyt>m ayvotsffti ti hm 
aTroMOT^tnfloi toi; 'mtfouri^ o\f txiiif iwtym>^Hf.tj ct /ad vakg ; ti « 

vafoffiatTrmcaflH vofBibotfjtoVf rtKEffofvlBi la 'Sf onlay fieta at/7ot$^ 

o9«v ^aXn0'a} nayo) ucSa ttiv }i>$Ei^ay fMi ^uptav avaOa, McS^atof 

§AS9 o^ov iXfi^pu^ pyftx^i xala tuv liiav iwofjuvy Mapco; ^f 1^ AsMog 

o/ioto); Molat Tuv 78 ayf8 wnuiuihi xafrrtxca roi ioulm PiCjM^ itoTTfe • 

^»i ^oyfAcOta'av . yfo^ uopfti t^ vpoa^effujoii efAVpoff^tfrmf Ttbf- 

%f wfm Tuy ^msm X£t7ci yof ei$ ^eoavrcQoif famf vtpi i^so^oyio^ 

^070;, ;|^ wySiA^et/tf jko^/ao^ ey tcd /if^Ei 7 At • ^po^^fl) jSi^Aof, &>f|( 

Mfjufpayn va» ro/ta ^oT^koAx Seov oiiwoy * 7f0e4^ ^iff^cv tuv xa- 

^ogfkffca tscuroBi fv ko^/m) aofia»* ffob^ S£>e9 a mtfi aAfttim 

itnytit/am • a ya^ \n7Cf th sMU^cnffich ot tnfi rwrn typeei^t Mucn; 

%)y, ^ c^^ 1^ fjion ^ (TTTSffJuxlw M; ^tfrnponr x) PcoifAoSuv jy ^onrn^ 
lili^tf; ; iy» 3k vovb ta atto x'^ ^ ^ x^^'^ ytvo/Atpa tuSa^JU^^ 
^a}m99 ffifi TH axfovH 1^ axkm^ t8 vpo vaSlav rw aumn tn tb «a7- 

cyfis 3iE «a|8a i^md bp to ivii/vofmlt fu xp^ra . irwHa sv tai!k> mts^t^ 
7of(ivo( aorofOXo; Iamoit}; aj Toy ypafutov MoT^fAcv ey rmx^ifi wOtxw, ^ 
fyyfvy ««( l«( &Q0^Aryue$ Ofii^aiy x^^pw M^ '^ 4'<9^f Tft^ it m 
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Chryfoftom Introduces Matthew alfo rea- 
foning on the fubjed: of his fayiqg fo little. 
Or rather nothing, of the divinity of Chrift; 
and indeed, according to his account, it was 
a very dangerous and hazardous topic— ^ 
*^ Now,'' fays he, " let us awake, and arife, 
^^ Behold the gates are open to us, but let us 
*^ enter with great regularity, and with 
*^ trembling ; firft pafling the outer courts 
*' What is the outer court ? The book of 
^' the generation of Jefus Chrift, the fon of 
^' David, the fon of Abraham. What is 
■* that you fay ?" (fays the hearer) " You 
'* promifed to difcourfe concerning the 
" only begotten Son of God, and now you 
'* talk of David, a man who lived a thou- 
^* fknd generations ago, and fay, that he was 
^* his father and anceftor ? Hold" (fays the 
^vangelift) ^^ and do not expedt to learn 
" cv^ry thing immediately ; but flowly, and 
•* by degrees : For you are yet in the outer 
** court, and only near the gate ; and why 
*' are you in hafte to get into the innermoft 

TV VHOiuSk fulsufOf v^x'i ^4 c» TV va7f u» xo^vs t»}9 BsoXoyuot 
axicMjAf, T» fftifiok nak iyfopivj wifX?^ m hoy^-* De Jo- 
hannc. Open, vol. 6. p. 606, &c. 

3 " recefs ? 
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•' rcccfs? You have not yet well exaithrn- 
*^ ed all that is without : For I do not as 
•* yet relate to you the generation itfelf ; 
^* nor indeed fhall I do it after this 1 fbr it 
^' is inexplicable and ineffable." Then re- 
citing the dread that the prophet Ifaiah had 
df the fubjedt^ which led him to exclaim. 
Who Jhall declare his generation ^ he fays, *• It 
<• is not my bufinefs to treat of this gcnera- 
** tion, but of the earthly one, of which 
•* there were ten thoufand witnefTcs ; and 
•^ concerning this I (hall fo difcourfe as thfc 
** gifts of the fpirit (hall enable me : for I 
•* cannot even declare this with perfedt clear- 
•• nefs : for even this is very fearful. Do not, 
*^ therefore, think that you hear a fmall thing; 
•* when you hear even this generation ; biit 
•* raife your whole foul, and be full of hor- 
** ror when you hear that God is come 
•* upon earth ;'* and then he proceeds to de- 
fcribe at large all the awfulnefs of the in- 
carnation, and thft miraculous conception *• 

* Aiavar6)jbi£v tovm k^ ^u/i Mc&svSufjLSv^ i5k yotq ofu rot^ 'rn/Koi 
mu9 avotytfisvai * d>^ ei^iu/jLEv fjtila eoloiux^ carcumq jy '^po/My T»y 
mgd&vfw ojuim tiAio^ eviQaimlsg • riva Js ert TcaJla ra v^c&vpa ; 
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Bat this was far fhort of the eternal genera- 
tion from the Father. 

«' Do not think/' fays this writer, " that 
•* you underftand every thing, when you arc 
•* informed that he was conceived by fhe 
•• Spirit ; for there are many things of 
** which we are yet ignorant, and which W6 
^* have to learn ; as how he who is infinite 
*• can be comprehended in a woman ; how 
^^ he who fuftains all things can be carried 

mmir epSifwjn fAsra iMf^ yevio^ ytvofjisvHi 3^ aulo9 eivcu fttgy mm 
wakfa not vpcFyom : sttktx^^ '^ f^^ vaAi aB^oa^ (tHei fio^mf^ 
f^iftfiaiy McOafJUH^ov. £v yoip roi^ VfxSv^oig trwuxg Si 'sof ayla 
ra VfOT0^eoa • rt roivuv ovrBuhig m^oq ra aoula . nva ra tiaxco^^ 
Mohrxkuaai; cpjrafia . sSk yap ixeivnv croi reag firryHfAou mv yewnaa * 
fudo^h 1th rvBf fMtla reaHa • aftxfgar9i ya( j^ am>ffnihu Tnv 
YatKfaAn^ inryjrnlcu ; m roiwf vtft Bxeam; rifM o Xoyog wr, a>J^ 
^afi roAff rn; kcS»^ n/ntvniyn ytvofuvng^ mg fjueza fAupiw fiafvpw^ 
1^ vgfi ratUnt 2s> ^ ^y^ iuvcSov tmav ii^ofjisvoig mv th 'onu/jtalk^ 
XfiiftffAt iivnmaofja^a. sit yap TOurnvfJisla aaptviag 'aaonig vapc^ 
finrai m * tjra jy avk ^(ixahraihi • fin roiwv fjuxfa vofjuang okhsiv^ 
toAmeomwmytftnmv' a>Oi oMxinKrof ^s rn^ iiacn\oc9 i^ tt&Et^ 
^fry, oMttaag o% dzog ewi yngn>Aev , ala yof n^lo ^avfjuxrov x^ 'BsafOr 
io(a9 n¥f 6)g 1^ ng ayy€htsg xop^ ^^^P '^^^^ mtraflag Trtv vTrep rug 
ouaifAintftTn rvhig avaftfw tvfriMcn • In Matt. i. Opera, 

vol. 7^ p. m. 

•' about 
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•< about by her 5 how a virgin can bring 
♦• forth, and remain a virgin *•" 

On this fubjedt, which .affords fo mitch 
fcope for eloquence, Epiphanius writes as 
follows : " Wherefore the bleffed John 
^^ coming, and finding men employed about 
/< the humanity of Chrift, and th^ Ebio- 
^* nites beipg in ^n error about the earthly 
** genealogy of Chrift, deduced from Abra^ 
*' ham, carried by Luke as high z% Adam^ 
**, and finding the Cerinthians and Merin- 
•• thians maintaining that he was a mere 
^^ man, born by natural generation of both 
'* the fexes, and alfo the Nazarenes, and 
** many other herefies ; as coming laft (for 
** he was the fourth to write a gofpel) be- 
** gan as it were to call back the wanderers, 
*' and thofe who were employed about the 
•* the humanity of Chrift ; and feeing iboie 
** of them going into rough paths, leaving 
** the ftrait and true path, cries, Whither 
^' are you going, whither are you walking, 

• «Ttip^ ip finrp* ir<r ) ««»« va^ra cvv%y^6ip Kopo^tnai t^a 
Mitt. i. Opera, yoI 7* p« 31- 

** who 
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^< who tread a rough and dangerous path^ 
'^ leading to a precipice ? It 18 not fo. The 
*^ Godp the logos, which was begotten by 
*• the Father from all eternity, is not from 
*• Mary only. He is not from the time of 
^^ Jofephy he is not from the tin^ of Sala* 
** thiel, and Zorobabel, and David, and Abra« 
^* ham, and Jacob, and Noah, and Adam i 
•* but in the beginning was the logos ^ and the 
•• logos was with God^ and the logos was God. 
^* The was, and the was, and the was^ do 
'* not admit of his having ever not been ♦/* 

mxiV^^'ifJuf ^lA rnp ivcApnof XS'^^ yinA\oyigirt at^ 
KCfAAfJL KC^AyoiMPtif, jy AisKAAvteyofJiinif a^jIth A^afji^tvfvw 
^ K«pirditfr»<f xtfi Mfp/r^/arv(, invAfdHfiCni avIw Kvy^wlm 

^ tfipfjflfy »< KtSoTtp iK^ifff. Tf7tfp7^ yf^p »7of ^VAyyiki^%lAf^ 
opp^tjA/ AfAnA\%tt^At,iefti'n'thfT}s(v?\.Avn^tvla(, km w/jtKth' 
fit uf «ipi mr KA^tit Xf^^^ "^A^atAv, Kot Myitp avJqh («( 
KAl&jrif CAttm^ KAtefvv ti-ja^ f/< 7fi;/ft/«( oAt iciKA/iM?^ 

mot 9«/i{f«ri9 0/ r»v r^A^Udiv oXop xai CKAv^axufn Kfuttf 

Ht9 fg'wo Mcep/«f gAoHf ^ioi ?ioy^y oiK i»«7p^ Ai^tr yt" 
yt9f»(At9^t »* tJ'/J' ««•© T«r XP*'*'*^'' l4w»p T« T*VTif< #pfcjr«, 

«lt fffT ATO 7«»r XP^^^^ :E,A\A^t1/IK, X«/ Zof oCctCMA, Xtf/ Cul^tfp 
lULt AC^AfAf KAi liKOiC, KAI IstH, KAI AIau, AKK* if AfyjH t9 

• ^•yH 
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Another paflagc in this writer, in nearly the 
fame words, may be feen^ p. 433, 434. 

Jerom fays, ** John the apofUe, whom Je- 
^^ fus loved, the fon of Zebedee, and brother 
** of James, who was beheaded by Herod af- 
" ter the death of Chrift, wrote his gofpel 
<' the laft of all, at the intreaty of the biihops 
^ of Afia, again Cerinthus, and other here* 
*• tics, and efpecially the doftrine of the 
<< Ebionites, then gaining ground^ who iaid 
^^ that Chrift had no being before he was^ 
•* born of Mary, whence he was compelled 
** to declare his divine origin */' 

Ambrofe fays, ** If you enquire concern- 
•* ing his celeftial generation, read the gof- 

69. (c6\. 23. Opera, vol. i. p. 747. 

'* Joannes Apollolus quern Jefus amavit plurimum, filius 
2^bcdaci, fratcr Jacobi Apoftoli, quern Hcrodcs poft paf- 
fionem domini decollavit, noviilimus omnium, fcripfit evao* 
gelium, rogatus ab Afiae cpifcopis, adverfus Cerinthum, 
aliofque hsereticos et maxime tunc Ebionitarum dogma 
confurgcns, qui afTerunt Chriftum ante Maf iam non f uifle, 
unde et compulfus eft divinam ejus naturam cdicere. 
Opera, vol. I. p. 273. 

•^ pel 
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•* pel of John *." '' If there be any other 
•* things/' fays Auftin, *• which intimate 
** to the intelligent the divinity of Chrift, 
** in which he is equal to the Father, John 
^^ almoft alone has introduced them into 
^* \m gofjpel ; as having drank more farni* 
•• liarly, and more copioufly, the fecret of 
** his divinity, from the bread of our Lord, 
♦* on which he was ufed to lean at meat -f-/* 
On this account he compares John to an 
eagle %. ** The other cvangelifts," he fays, 
*' who treat of the humanity of Chrift, were 
^^ like animals that walk on the earth; but 
'^ John, contemplating the power of his 
^' divinity more Sublimely, flies to heaved 

* At vero de oclefta generatione fl quapris lege evan* 
gjjcliuni (andi Joaonit. In Luc. cap. 2- Opera, vbl. 2.* p^ 
26. 

t Etfi qua alia funt quae ChriAi divinitatem in qua 
squajis.c^ patri, re^ intelligentibus intiment^ pene (blut 
Johannes in evangelio fuo pofuit : tanquam de pedore ip* 
fius domini, fuper quod difcumbere in cjusconvivio ibli- 
tus erat, fecretum divinitatis ejus uberius et quodammodci 
frmiliarius biberit. De Confenfu EvangeUftanun, lib. if 
cap. 5. Opera, vol. 4* p. 374. 

. - **V7ith 

2 
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** with the Lord*/' " But now, with aa 
** open voice, he fays, that he is God^ and 
♦* was always with God, laying open the 
**myftcry of God f/' 

A very particular and copious account of 
the pre-eminence of John, in confequence 
of his teaching the dodrines of the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift, which had 
been omitted by the other evangelifts, may 
likewife be feen in the epiflle of Paulinus, 
which I put in the notes %. 

* Caeteri quippe evaAgeliftac, qui temporalem Chfiftl 
nadvitatein et temporalia ejus fa(^a5 qux gefEt in homine, 
fufficienter exponunt, et de divinitate pauca dixerurif, 
quad animalia greffibilia cum domino ambulant in terra s 
hie aut^m pauca de temporalibus ejus geflis ediflerens, 
fed divinitalis potentiam fublimius contemplans^ cum do- 
mino ad coslum volat. In John Pref . Opera, vol. 9. p. 
5. 275. 

f Nunc autem apefta voce dlcit eum effe deum et fern- 
per fuifle apud deum, facramentum patefaciens del. Quef* 
tiones Mixts, vol. 4. p. 858* 

X I<lcm ultra oiiinium tempora apodolorum aetate pro« 
du&a poftremus evangelii fcriptor fuiiTc memoratur, ut 
ficnt de ipfo vas ele£Honis ait, quad columna firmamentum 
adjiceret fundamentis ecclefias, prioris evangelii fcriptores 
confona auftoritatc coniirmans, ultimus audtor, in libri 

tempore. 
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Cyril of AJeicandm tiys, that " John 
"tits the firft who taught mart rablUu 
•• things*;" Marias Mercatot fays, that 
the three formet crangdifts, having fpoken 
of Chrifl as a man) John Iheitred him to be 
Ood+." 

tempore^ fed primus in capite facramenti, quippe qui folua 
e quatoor fiutninibiis ex ipfo fummo divini capitis finite 
decuneiU) de nube fublimi tonat : in principio erat ver- 
bum, et Terbum erat apud deum, et deut erat Tcrbam : 
tnmfoendit Moyfen, qui ufque ad caput mundi et vBibilium 
CTcaturaruin exordia fcientiK terminoi, et faciem mentis 
extcodit. Ifte et evangeliftis ceteris, vel ab humano fal- 
Vatoifa brtu, vel a t^ico Icgis facrifido, vel a prophetico 
pnecurfbrit b^tifte pneconio, refurrefHonis evangdium 
excofiff, altius volant pcnetravit et coclos. Neqne in an- 
geUs ftctit, fed archangelos quoquc et omnea dcfuper crea- 
birat, virtutei, principatus, dominaiiones^ tbronos, fu- 
pcTgrefTus, in ipfum fe creatorem ardua mente direzit, et | 
ab ilia ineffabili generatlone ordlcns. et coeternum et con- 
fubftantialem, et c(M>innipotcnteni, et Co-opifiecm patri 
filium nunciavit. Ad Amandum, p. 213. 

* Joannes theologus, tonitrui Alius, cui divina digna- 
tione concelTuni, ut fupra domiiucum peflus recubuetit, 
indcquc nobis fublimiora ac divina hauferit dogmata: 
cum excellentem crga nos d^ benignitatem commendare. 
vellet, primumquequzdiviniorafuntdixiflet, u^te ifta* 
in principio erat vcrbum. Horn. Operas vol. 2. p. 75. 

f Poft quam prx&tionem fubdefcendens, ut oHenderet 
quem illi tnb evangcliftsc hominem fcrlpfenint, efle etiam 
deum. Opera, p. 165. 

Vol. III. ]L Cofmas 
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Cofmas Indicopleufles, defcribing John 
as theologus^ and the chief of the cvange- 
lifts, fays, that ** he wrote tofupply the 
*Mefcdls of the former cvangelifts, and 
y efpecially in preaching clearly the divi- 
" nity of Chrift, making that the founda^ 
** tion of his work, all which had been 
♦* omitted by the others. Wherefore, be- 
. ** ginning at his -divinity, he immediately 
•* pafled to his humanity *.'* 

** John," fays Nicephorus, *' did not give 
** an account of the carnal generation of 
** Jefus, but he firft taught his divinity ; 
** this bei^ng referved for him, as the moftr 
" worthy, by the Holy Spirit f/* 

" Wherefore, John/* fays Theophylaft, 
«* began with the divinity of Chrift, For 
** whereas others had made no mention of 
** his exiftence before the ages, he taught 

CtTip ATTAvrA VAfAM\iilJLf/-l9A TOIf Ct/AOIf ilV • Ap^Af/.f¥0^ 

701VVV ATo Tm ^iorimoit (jLiTiMKv^^y iv^taf jy ft-»i 7My ai- 
-;>p»TOTMT:c AVTit. Dc Mondo, lib. 5, Monifaucon's Col- 
Icdio, vol. 2. p. 248. 

t T*lf /t ^lO^iOySAf KATA^X^TA/ty Oltf TlfO^ KpilrjoVOf VfOC 
TV ^UH ^^iVfJLATOf TAlJLilV^it^tiS AVT». Hift. lib. 2. C«p. 

45.ToLi. p« 214. 

" that 
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** that dodrine, left the logos of God 
•« lliould have been thought to be a mere 
•• manj without any divinity*." '* Again," 
he fays, *' John wrote left men ftioutd ^evet 
" think highly concerning Chfjft, aod ima- 
** gioe that he had no being before he was 
•* born of Mary, and that he Was not gepe- 
** rated from God the Father, which was the 
" cafe with Paulus Samofateniis +." *• As ■ 
•* John," he fays, '* has more lofty things 
'* of Chrift than any other of the evange- 
'* lifts, fo he has recorded fomc of a lower 
** nature j to flicw that, as he was God, fo 
" he was truly man ;|:." 

Laftly, an account of John's teaching the 
pre-eriftencc and divinity of. Chfift» "lay 

• Em rof w oJAoi <ix /u;wGi;mv WEfi tus Wfw aiuysiv intafiut 

?oy®- »(<3Wf oiSfwn-oj »ivai. ■ In Matt. Pref. v«l; l'. p.i^a. ' 
t iAfo; fi» M' All walk tivf; -xo^ioj^-eTei; i^ fttiJcn^i^MJ) M>tf<S 
dtns^fitMi, Kiuicowi Tov xf>rcvT«7E^p7^vr;iKra^i^Scivo1ian'() Mo- 
fui« fTfwndq, kJ »}(} -grfa couvtiv tn tb vaffoi ymt&niaiy o vtalan 
mnt^Thao^-c tofisacSivi. In John, cap. i. vol. i. p. 553.' 

«■[! Tk xtifia fStfyiJoj, IL) SfoXo^li fiiyaJ.et Tifa, J'ttt Turt 

•r rm ^ti^iu woAw to kr^f^iri'v' ix*" fwif'^ ''^* ""^'* 



»» 
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fe« feeti iA thfe oritiotts of NigeMs the t*a« 

tbo late intfdduAidA 6f the dodflM of 
Ac ^fi«}ty 6f Chdft is tibfbfved by th« 
tJihpt¥dt ]\Ami. H« fay^, that '^ noiie of 
^ Chfif^'B difcipted; ttQbpt John, faid that 
^ he liuidci the he&vens dtid the earthy 4uid 
^* that ttdl dearly attd jplaiftly +/• 
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ReJleSlions on the fuhjeSl. 

^ FTER reading thefe teflimonies, fo cb* 

^^ piou$» And fo full to my purpofc, arid 
uncontradidted by any thing in antiquity, it 
is not poiHble to entertain a doubt with 
refped to the opinion of the chriflian Fa- 
thers on this fubje<%. They muft have 

^unjnjmf rm t!<tpxof ritr AKti^uetf iM ffv (lA^m on u ^t 
Sio€ «r» AifiA ]^ ^v^fmirof ifF. in johti ii. Vol. i» p. 726. 
^ Combefis Auduariunfi, vol. i. p. 362. 

Iiif9* • V y^p J^n TftOtcc rfToX/txiixf f K it'ittlv «f pi autv rjpf 

Cjn Cob. Jul. lib. 6. Julian!, dperi, vol. z* p. 213. 

thought 
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thought that the do^rlnei of the pre-.Qxifl- 
eiice and divinity of Chrift had not been 
preached with any effeft before the writing 
of John's gofpel ; and* confcquently, that 
before that time the great body of chrif- 
tians muft have been unitarians ; and they 
are far from giving the leaft hint of any 
of them having been excommunicated oa 
that account. On the other hand^ the ap« 
preheniion was» left thofe who preached 
doctrines fo new and offeniive^ as thofe of 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, 
(hould have been reje<^d with abhorrence. 
When we confider how late the three 
firft gofpels were writtent the laft of then) 
not long before that of John, which was 
Dear» if not after, the deftrudlion pf Jertt-* 
ialemj and thati in the opinion of the 
writers above-mentioned, all this cautioA 
and referve had been neceftary, till that 
Uto period, on the part of the cbriftian 
teachers ; how is it poftible that, in their 
idea, the cbriftian church in general (hould 
have been well eftabliihed in the belief of 
•ur Lord's divinity ? It could only have 

JM^a gixat ^ open seal on the p^rt of th« 

li 3 apoftl?? 
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apoflles, and not the timid caution and ma- 
nagement which thefe writers afcribe to 
them» that could have efFedlualJy taught a 
doftrine which, according to them^ the 
people were ill prepared to receive. And 
the hiftory of both Peter and Paul fuffi- 
ciently prove that the influence of mere 
apoftolical authority was not fo great at 
that time as many perfons now take it to 
have been. Whatever power they had, 
they were not confidercd as lords over the 
faith of chriftians. 

The chriftians of that age required fomc- 
thing more than the private opinion of an 
apoftle. They required fome fuper-natural 
evidence that his doftrine was from God; 
and we have no account of the apoftles pro- 
pofing'to them this additional article of 
faith, and alledging any fuch evidence for 
it. Chryfoftom fays, " if the Jews were 
•* fo much oflFended at having a new law 
" fuperadded to their former, how much 
** more would they have been oflfended, if 
'* Chrift had taught his own divinity/* 
May it hot be fuppofed, therefore, that they, 
would have required as particular evidence 
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of a divine revelation in the one cafe as in 
the other ? And what remarkably ftrong , 
evidence was neceflary to convince them 
that the obligation of their law did not 
extend to the Gentiles ? . Would they, 
then, have reqeived what Chryfoftom con- 
/idered as the more ofFenfive dodlrine of 
the two, without any pretence to a parti- 
cular revelation on the fubjedl? 

It may be faid, that all the caution of 
which we have been fpeaking was neceflary 
with refpedl to the unbelieving Jenvs only, 
into whofe hands thefc gofpels, and the 
other writings of the New Teftament, 
might fall. But how impoijible muft it 
have been to conceal from the unbelieving 
Jews the dodtrine of the divinity of Chriflr, 
if it had been a favourite article with the 
believing Jews. If this had been the cafe, 
it could not but have been known to all 
the world ; and, therefore, all the offence 
that it could have given would have been 
unavoidable. So that this fuppofed cau« 
tion of the evangelifts, &c. would have 
come too late, and would have anfwered no 
purpo& whatever. 

1.4 Tbw 
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caution^ thereforCj^ muft nece^arily 
l\aye refpet^ted thofe perfoQS into whoie 
hands the gofpels^ &c. were moil Ukelj to. 
come^ and who would give the qxoft atten- 
tion to them ; and thefe were certainly the 
belrieving Jews, and the chriftian world at 
large^ and not unbelievers of any nation. 
We are authorifed to cQnclude, thai in 
the opinion of the writers who have fpoke 
of itt of whatever weight that opinioii may 
be, this caution in divulging the dodriae 
of the divinity of Chrift was necefiary 
with refped to the great body of chriftians 
thcmielves, and especially die Jewiih chrif-* 
tians. Confequently^ they mufl: have fup-* 
pofed^ t^t at the ' time of thefe publica-i 
tions^ which was about A- D. 64, the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Chrifl was pot ge- 
nerally held by chriftians, and that there 
would have been danger of giving them 
great offence if at that time it had been 
plainly propofed to them by the apoftles 
tbemfelves. At this period, therefore, it 
may be inferred,, that, in the opinion of 
tlptffo writers^ the chrif^ian church was 
principally \mi(arianj belieying only the 

fimple 
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fimple humanity of Chrift, an4 knowing 
QOthing of his divinity or pre-exiftence. 

From the acknowledgment which thefe 
orthodox Fathers could not help mak- 
ing (for certainly they would not do it 
unneceflarily) that there were great num- 
bers of proper unitarians in the age of the 
apoftles, it feems not unreafonable to con- 
clude, that there were great numbers of 
them in the age immediately following^ and 
in their own. And their knowledge of 
this Alight bo an additional reafon for the 
otpinion that they appear to have formed of 
that prevalence in the apoflolic age. Would 
thefe Fathers have granted to their enemies 
fpontaneouilyi and contrary to truths that 
the Jews were ftrongly prepoflefTed againft 
t^e doctrine of the divinity o^ Chrift^ and 
that the unitarians were a formidable body 
of chriftians while the apoftles were livings 
if it had been in their power to have denied 
the fa^s ? The confequence of making 
thefe acknowledgments is but too obvious, 
and muft have appeared fo to thenij as well 
as it now does to others, which makes them 
fo unwilling to make \t after them, 

I cannot 



5 54 Johnfirjl taught the Book III. 

I cannot conclude this chapter \vithout 
obferving, in how unworthy a manner, and 
how unfuitably to their real character and 
condud, thcfe Fathers reprefent the apoftles 
as adting. They were all plain men, far 
from being qualified, or difpofed, to z6t fo 
cunning a part, as is here afcribed to them. 
There is nothing like art or addrefs in the 
condudt of any of them, as related in the 
fcriptures, except that of Paul ; and this 
was only with refpe<5t to his preaching the 
gofpei to the uncircumcifed Gentiles, be- 
fore it was generally approved of at Jerufa*- 
lem ; on which account, he informed the 
chief of the apoftles only with what he had 
done. But this was no fecret long, and 
indeed a thing of that kind could not, in 
its own nature, have been much of a fecret 
at any time. ^ On all other occaiions he failed 
not to inform thofe to whom he preached 
of thf whole counfcl of God ; as he fays that 
he had done with refpedt to the church of' 
Ephefus, Ads xx. 27. Much lefs can it 
be fuppofed that he would have concealed 
a dofSiine of fo great magnitude and im- 
portance as that of the prerexif|;eat dignity 
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of his mafter ; and^ communicating it only 
to a few, have left it to be taught aftei* 
his death*. For it is not to be fuppofed that 
the other apoftles were in the fccret of 
John's intending to do it after their deaths. 

Befides, the inftruftions of the apoftles 
enjoined them to teach all that they knew, 
even what their maftcr had communicated 
to them in the greateft privacy. Whereat 
upon this fcheme, they muft have fufFered 
great numbers to die in the utter ignorance 
of the moft important truths of the gofpel^ 
left, by divulging it too foon, the conver- 
fion of others (hould have been prevented. ' 

To thefe obfervations I would add, that 
as among the twelve apoftles, there muft 
have been men of different tempers and 
abilities, it is not probable that they ftiould 
all have agreed in conducing themfelves 
upon ifhis plan, viz. of not divulging the 
doSrine of the divinity of their maikr till 
their hearers fliould be fufficiently per- 
fuaded of his mefliahftiip. Some of tlrcm 
would hardly have been capable of fo much 
refinement, arid would certainly have dif^ 
fcfcd about the time when it was proper to 

divulge 
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divulge fo groat a fecret. Befides, the mo« 
thcr of Jefus, and many other pcrfons of 
both fexes> muft have been acquainted with 
1%. For that this fecret was ftridly con- 
lined to the twelve apoftles, will hardly be 
maintained. And yet we have no account 
cither of their inflru<5tion8 to ad in this 
manner, or of any difference of opinion, or 
pf conduA, with refped: to it. 

Never, fure, was a more improbable hy- 
pothefis ever formed to account for any 
thing, than this of the chriftian Fathers to 
account for the late teaching of the doc- 
trines of the pre^exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift. But their circumfla^ces left them 
no alternative. They muft have had fomc 
very cogent r^afon for admitting that the 
teaching of thefe doctrines was fo late ; and 
this could not have been any thing but the 
want of that general prevalence^ which they 
would h^ve had, if they had been taught 
with efFeift in the life-time of the apoftlei, 
and which would have continued to their 
pwn times. They muft, therefore, have 
}cnown that there were more unitarians in 
|he church in the early ages than they could 

^ccoi^nt 
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account for on any other hypothefis tbaa 
that of the doctrines of the pre-exiftenco 
and divinity of Chrift, not having been 
taught till very late. At ;>rerent» the 
fads which forced the Fathers upon this 
iiypothefis are forgotten^ and the orthodox 
themfelves wonder that they fhould have 
adopted a fcheme fo abfurd and improbable. 
But the different manner in which fuch an 
b^pothefis is received^ is a firoef of a great 
difl^cittce in the circttmftaoces and vicfWs 
0f things in the different periods. We fee 
nothing to fliake fo ftraAgC an hypothefis 
neceflafy. They would not have had re- 
coclrfe to it, if it had not been wotSatf^ 



CHAF. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

Of the Nazarenes and the Rbionites^Jhewing 
that they were, the fame People, and that 
none of them believed the Divinity or Tre^ 

exijience of Chrijl. 

'•\ ' ■ . ^ ' 

TT7 E have feen that, according to tbc 
unanimous and very cxprcfs teftimony 
of the chriftian Fathers (a teftimony which 
is greatly again ft their own cauft, and there- 
fore, the more to be depended upon) there 
could not have been many perfons who 'be- 
lieved the do(ftrines of the pre-exiftence and 
divinity of Chrift in the age of the apoftles; 
one of the laft books of the canon, viz. the 
gofpel of John, being the firft in which 
thofe docSrines were clearly publi/hed. 

If we look into the gofpels, and the book 
of Adts, we (hall find that one part of their 
teftimony is true, viz. that thok fub lime 
doSlrinesi as they call them, were not taught 
in an early period. For none of the three 
firft gofpels make the leaft mention of any 

thing 
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thing in the perfon or nature of Chrift fu- 
perior to thofc of other men. In like manner, 
all t\it preaching of Chrift, of ivhich we have 
an account in the book of A£ts, is that 
Jcfus was the Mefliah, whofe divine miflion 
was confirmed by miracles, efpecially that 
of his own refurreiSion, and by the gifi$ 
of the Spirit. And all the controverfiei 
of which we find any account, either in 
that book, or in the epiftles, refpe(3;ed 
either the Jcwijh teachers, who would have 
impofed the obfcrvance of thq. law of Mofes 
upon all the Gentile converts, or clfe thofe 
who held the principles of the Gnojlics. 

The erroneous doctrines of thcfc perfons 
are diftinftly marked, fo that no perfon caa 
read the New Teftament without perceiv- 
ing that there were perfons who held thefe 
dodlrines, and that they were the caufc of 
great uneafinefs to the apoftles, Rut there 
is no trace of any other opinions at which 
they took the leaft umbrage. . 

As to the efl?e(fl of the publication of 
John's gofpcl, from which fo much feems 
to have been expected by the chriftian Fa- 
thers, it is impoflible that \ve ihould learnC 
I • • ■ 4 

.any 
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any thing concerning it in tht Ne^ Tfefta-. 
mcnt, bccaufe that Was otic of th6 laft of 
the books that Was publiflied. However, 
wc have no accciunt in ccclefiaftical hiflory 
that it produced any change lat all in the 
fentiments of cbriftians. Though it is faid 
to have taught a new and a fublime doc- 
trine, it does not appear to have been re- 
fceivcd with any degree of furprizc. Ther6 
are no marks of the publication having 
given any peculiar pleafure to fome, or alarni 
to others ; or that it oCcafioned the leaft 
divifion among chriftians on the fubjeft. 
We may, therefore, very fafely conclude, 
that thofe chriftians for whofe ufe this 
gdfpel was written, faw it in a very different 
fight from thofe Fathers who gave the pre- 
ceding account of it. W^ krioW, indeed, 
that to them it did not ippeaf to teach any 
Other do6trine than what was contaitied in 
<he three former gofpels. For by the logoi 
of which John treats in this famous intro- 
duftion, they never inSaglned to be rfitant 
Cbriji^ and therefore they could fee nothing 
of his perfonal pre-eXiftence ot divinity ill 
it^ In their opinion, the iog'os was that 

2 wifdom 
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wlfdom and power of God^ by which all 
things were made. 

Though this gofpel was written in Greek, 
there were not wanting among the Jcwifh 
chrifliaris men of learning who would not 
have failed to give an account of it to their 
mor6 ignorant countrymeni or to tranflate 
it for their ufe, if it had been thought 
jieceiTary. Yet, notwithftanding this, all 
the Jewifh chriftians continued in the very 
fame ftate in which the chriftian Fathers 
ceprefent them to have been before the pub- 
lication of this gofpel, viz. believers in 
Htxtfimple humanity of Ch rift only^ and ac- 
knowledging nothing of his pre-exiftence 
or divinity. The fame was alfo the ftate 
of the Gentile chriftians in general, long 
after the publication of this gofpel 4 

As no entire writings of any Jewifti 
chriftians are come down to us^ all that 
we know concerning them muft be de- 
rived from the writings of the Gentile 
chriftians ; and as thefe chriftians were 
trinitarians, and had very little communi- 
cation with the Jewifh chriftians, we can- 
VoL, in. M not 
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not cxpeft any favourable, or indeed any 
impartial accounts concerning them. If, 
however^ we may depend upon the earlicft 
accounts that we have of them, and thofe 
given by perfons who were the beft quali- 
fied to give us good information, they were* 
all unitarians, and were diftinguiHied from 
the Gentile chriftians by the name of Eiio-^ 
nitesy or Nazarenes. But as it has been pre* 
tended by thofe who, being trinitorians 
ihemfelves, were willing to believe that 
there muji have been a body of ancient 
Jewifli chriftians who thought as they do, 
and that the Ebionites or Nazarenes *mnft 
have been fcdls who broke oiF from their 
communion ; and as fome of thefe perfons 
have even faid that thefe Ebionites, or Na-« 
zarencs, were fubfequcnt to the deftru<^ioi> 
of Jerulalem by Titus ; and others have 
£xed their origin fo late as the defolation 
of Judea by Adrian, it may not be improper 
to fhew that perfons diflinguiihed by the 
name of Ebionites and Nazarenes were fap* 
pofcd to have exifled in the time of the 

apoRles. 

Irensus, 
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IrenaeuSt who gives no other name to any 
JewKh chriftians befides that of Ebionites^ 
whom he always fpeaks of as both denying 
the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift» 
and likewife the miraculous conception, 
objedts to the Gnoftics, that they were of 
late date, but he fays nothing of the Ebio* 
nites in that refped*. Eufebius fays, that 
•* the firft herald^ of our Saviour" (by 
whom he muft have meant the apoftles) 
•• called thofe Ebionites, which in the He- 
** brew language fignifies poor ; who, not 
** denying the body of Chrift, fhewed their 
•* folly in denying his divinityf." 

* Reliqui vcro qui vocantur Gnoftlci, a Menandro Si- 
jnonis difcipulo, quemadmodum ofiendinius, accipientes 
initia^ unufquifque eorum, cujus participatus eft fententiae, 
ejus et pater, et antiftes apparuit. Omnes autem hi multo 
|K)fterius, mediantibus jam ecclefix temporibus, infurrex* 
erunt in fuam apoftafiam. Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 206. 

»foiJLA^9V LC^AiKfi ^vvp,*trl6)y^ii< . rnv /e AtotAV AvonaKtsiJtf, 
Tti tr* litf ^%ov Kiyovja^ w/sra/, a^ tb ctflnfof t» ^•ftce .an 
dLfpufAtftf, Ttff /s TV (//» ^io!i{Jet i^n uM,etf. Ec. ThcoK 
lib. I. cap. If. p. 75. 

M z Epipbanius 
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Epiphanius makes both Ebion (for in his 
time it was imagined^ that the Ebionites 
Were fo called from fomc particular perfon 
of that name) and Cerinthus, cotemporary 
with the apoftle John j and he could not tell 
which of them was the older*. He like- 
wife makes the Ebionites cotemporary with 
the Nazarenes, at the fame time that he fays 
they held that Chrift was the fon of Jo- 
feph t* Alfo, in the paflage before quoted 
from him, as well as in that from Jerom, 
we find the names of both the Ebionites 
and the Nazarenes among thofe who gave 
fo much alarm to the apoftle John. It muft 

Hacr. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 149. H. 29, p. 1164 
t Ov7oi yelp l.Ciotv ffvyy^f'ivQr yav imeov uTwp^c?, At 

aVTt^V cPi aw AVTOli opflATcU, Tee 'OpafTA <r« tK *ffApA7f tCn^ 

piia-^Ai, €Atyer, at jc) nJ^i tiyav 'O'fcf/fijTtti, 9Ti ta tax Tcif 
foiJL» T» l^J^difffjitt af^ccAviyjip, KA7A aaCA7iafAQVy jy kata 

7nV HiptTi^JLtlVi, iy KA7A 7ef CtAAfit 'tfAV7A O^ATip "VApa Ttf 

I»/ fit/Bf (5//o/«v 7Gi( XAiActpitrxK J*/tfTp»T7iToti. Hxr. 30. 

p. 1254 126. 
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be owned, however, that, in no perfcft 
confidence with this account, Epiphanius 
places the origin of the Nazarenes after the 
deArudtion of Jerufalem. After mention- 
ing the places where they relided, viz. Pe- 
rsea, Ccele- Syria, Pella, and Cocabe, he fays,* 
** there was their origin, after the deftruc- 
** tion of Jerufalem, when all the difciples 
•* lived at Fella ; Chrift having warned 
them to leave Jerufalem, and retire at the 
approach of the fiege ; and on this account 
** they lived, as I faid, in Peraea. Thence 
*• the fedt of the Nazarenes had its origin*." 
Sdphronius, quoted by Theophylaft, fays, 
that ^* John, befides having a view to Ce- 
♦* renthus, and other heretics, wrote more 
*• efpecially againft the herefy of the Ebio- 
*• nitcs, which was then very prevalent, 
•• who faid that Chrift had no being before 

* Exfti-d^ir ii.Vf w A^yj^ y%yov% yatdL my htq rm Ufoffo- 

T$if vro^ifficff rnv TlifAtAV uKmavriiy exsi^-f at %ftiy J^t^ 
fvir. Hxr. 29. Opera, vol. i. p. laj, 

M 3 ♦• he 
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•' he was born of Mary j fo that he was 
** under a neceffity of declaring his divine 
•• origin *." 

Caffian calls Hebion •' the firft heretic^ 
** laying too rtiuch ftrefs on the humanity 
** of Chrift, and ftripping him of his di- 
•* vinityf /• 

There can be no doubt^ therefore^ but 
that both Ebionites and Nazarenei wer^ 
exiding in the time of the apoftles; and 
that there was no real difference between 
thefe two fcfts. And that both of them were 
equally believers in the fimple humanity of 
Chrift, is no lefs evident. 

The teftimony of Origen is clear and 
decifive to this purpofc. He fays, that 
•* the word Ebiort^ in the Jewifli language, 
*' fignifics poor^ and thofe of the Jews who 
** believe Jefus to be the Chrift are called 

T«v ^ouTwUm Toy Xp^Tov *Kpo Mapiog /xn ytysmf^ou . odf tt90P/KQL^ 
f Sn npi ^iicof y^wnaiv ouIh ft^fiy. In John, vol. i . p. 54^* 

i* Quorum primus Hebion, dum incarnationem domi- 
nicam nimis aiTerit, divinitatis earn conjun£Uone nudavit. 
Pe Incarnatione, lib. i. cap. 2. p. 062. 

*' Ebionites" 
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u Ebionites *." Here is no room left for 
any difference between the Ebionites and 
the Nazarenes ; for the Ebionites compre* 
bended all the Jewifh chriftians ; and, ac« 
cording to Origen, none of them were be- 
lievers in the pre-exiftence or divinity of 
Chrift. He fays, there were two forts of 
Ebionites, of whom one believed the mi- 
raculous conception, and the other difbe- 
licved it, while both of them rejcdted the 
do£lrine of his divinity. ** And when you 
** confider," fays he, " the faith concern- 
'* ing our Saviour of thofe of the Jews who 
** believe in Chrift, fome thinking him ta 
** be the fon of Jofeph and Mary, and 
*• others of Mary only, and the divine Spi- 
** rit, but not believing his divinity -f*.'* 

He mentions the two fcdls of Ebionites 
in the following paflage. *' There are fomc 

la Celfum, lib. 2. p. 56. 

•\ Eof vKaa <%( T»y aico luioum 'ais'tvovloiv ti^ tov Ivow mv vtp 

A p4if mitofiai yiSf iJLCvn; >^ t8 htm wiVfMed&-, nfirv £, /acIx m; 
mspi mIh Seoxoyta;, c^n^ &c. Coi;^ment. in Matt. jid. Hue- 
^tii, vol. I. p, 427. 

y M 4 ** heretics 
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^* heretics who do not receive the epiftles 
^* of Paul, ai> thofc vvhp are called Ebionites, 
^' of bojh forts*/' 

Eufebius gives the very fkmc account of 
the two forts of Ebionites, and makes no 
mention of any Nazarenes, as differing from 
them, ^' Others," he fays, *' whom a ma- 
•* lignant demon was not able to turn afide 
*** entirely from the love of Chrift, finding 
^* them weak in fome refpefts, reduced into 
^^ his power, Thefe by the ancients were 
** called Ebionites, as thofe who think 
^* meanly concerning Chrift — For they 
** think him to be merely a man, like 
** other men^ but approved on account of 
•' his virtue, being the fon of Mary's huf- 
^' band. Others called by the fame name, 
.^* leaving the abfurd opinion of the former, 
*' do not deny that Chrift was born of a vir- 
*' gin, but fay, that he was of the Holy Spirit, 
** However at the fame time, they by no 
'* means aljpwing that Chrift was God, the 
" word, and wifdom, were drawn itito the 
*' reft of their impiety." He then fays, 

+ ¥a7i yap tivk; ai^i^Eig tc^ I[ouj>x iviroy^; t« aTToro^Ji foi 
rpisc^tEfAivM,^ uavrsp U^imaioi afjL(f'f<i^oi, In Celfum, lib. 6. p. 2 74. 

that 
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that ." they maintained the obfervance of 
" the Jewifh law, and that they ufed the, 
** gofpel according to the Hebrews/' He 
fays alfo, *' that beggars are called Ebio- 
•' nites*.'' 

It may be clearly inferred, from a paflage 
in a letter of Jerom to Auftin, that though 
he was acquainted with the nominal diftinc- 

• Avo;; Jf 'BTOVJifc^ 3cwjti«y ttjj mifi tot X^TCfif t« Se« iiaStaza^ 

io^ofia/; m xHov fAS^ ya^ aulov x^ uoiyov ryisvlo nala 'sspoxomtif rfi^ 
euHov fAO90V cof^^dyjTov SeSmpu&i/aevov f| avipo; tc kcivuvio^ x^ TYigMa^io^g 

liantt mg «{ rov x?^^^ "airsu; xj ra xar avkpf |S« CK&nfrofisvoiq » 
t^XH % ma^ THiiii T»$ aJ7)i$ ov??^ 'npoarrro^ia;, tuv /acv twv e/^t^xevow 
tAvcv StcSiJ^^aoTKoy otloTftav^ ek va^&eva 3^ m cxym 'srjvjiiaio^ fja\ a^va* 
f/^iyeyo9e»cu ruv ku^iqv * « [Jltv b& o/xoi£j; x} »7o( 's^^nTTOfx^v aJlw^ 
l^ov ^OTW 9v7a ^9 ^o^iocv oiMXoysvJiii rn ray vpole^av 'srsfieJ^STovh 
ivtro'sCiix ' fjta>^ra ole ^ tw ffUfMalutufv vepi rov vofAcv KoQ^zuxv ofjunng 
0i£<yok( VEpi£7E{7 i(T7niSaKo9 • »7o< 3k ts fiev a^oroMt *tsaffot^ rag 
hnro^oi^ a^eag wpsiio tivau hiVy aitoralw afjroxaXavIss atHov nt 
KfMH • iuayfi>iia 3k fimj ra uaB E^^aiag Tisyofum x^aiievoi^ rm 

Tatvav fffJUH^ s^oiiilo >Gyov , i^ ro fisv l^aQQaHov k) rn > laiatxm 
q»JfV ocyctrfftit ofMtu; ixmotg va^a/^u>^oerlov . raug y au mfPuxKotg 
jifiifcug^ rifjuv ra ^o^aTT^o^ta tig ycmfm; id^ m tcv^is avaraa^citf e^re- 
ItXav o(k» "sa^a tw rotaolm ryxf'pw^n' "^ roiaah XtPwyx^^* ^fo- 
fwyo^ta^y m E^twaiav ovo/Aolog^ mv rn; ^uxvoiag W^w^f ww aulov mr^ 
fatmlog . raJlwf ya^ STTiuXtiv 'sflax^ ^^ ESf4uoig ovofia^tlcu. 

Hift* lib. 3, cap. 27. p. 121, 

tion 
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tion between the Ebiodites and Nazarenes, 
be did not confuier them . as . reallj^ or at 
leaft as materiaily, differing from each other* 
^* If this be true/' he fays, ** we fall into 
•♦ the herefy of Cherintus and Ebipn, who, 
^' believing in Chrift/ were anathematized 
^* by the Fathers on this account only, that 
'^ they mixed the ceremonies of the law 
-^ with the gofpel of Chrift, and held to the 
*' licw" (difpcnfation) ** in fuch a manner 
** a$ not to lofe the old. What (hall I fay 
•* concerning the Ebionites, who pretend 
^* that they are chriftians ? It is to this very 
** day in all the fynagogues of the eaft, a 
•* herefy among the Jews, called that of the 
'* Minei^ now condemned by the Pharifees, 
** and commonly called Nazarcnes, who be- 
** lieve in Chrift the Son of God, born of 
** the virgin Mary, and fay, that it was he 
^* who fuffered under Pontius Pilate, and 
** rofe again, in whom alfo we believe. But 
** while they wifli to be both Jews and 
** chriftians, they arc neither Jews nor 
*• chriftians *." 

^ ♦ Si hoc verum eft ; in Qierinti et Hebionis baerdim 
dilabimur^ qui credences in Chiifto, propter hoc folom a 

patribut 
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That this account of the N^zarenes is 
only explanatory of the Ebionites^ is evi«« 
dent from his faying, ** What (hall I fay 
*' concerning the Ebionites !'* After fuch 
an expreflion as this, we naturally expe<^ 
that he fhould proceed to fay fome** 
thing concerning them, which this au^* 
thor moft evidently does ; obferving, that 
the fame people who were called Ebionites 
(by the Gentiles) were called Minei and 
Na%aren€s by the Jews. Had he meant to 
defcribe any other clafs of people, he would 
naturally have begun his next fentence with 
EJi etj or EJi alia berejisj and not fimply 
herefis eji. As to his fpeaking of berejy in 
the fecond fentence, and not heretics^ as in 

patribus anaihematizati funt; quod legis cxrimonias 
Chrifti evangelio mifcuerunt, et fic nova confelfi funt, ut 
Vetera non amitterent. Quid dicam de Hebionitis, qui 
chriftianos t{[^ fe fimulant ? Ufque hodie per totas orientis 
fynagogas^ inter Judaeos hsereiis eft, quae dicitur mineorum, 
et a Pharifaeis nunc ufque damnatur, quos vulgo Nazaraeot 
nuncupant, qui credunt in Chriftum, filium dei, natum de 
virgine Maria, et eum dicunt efle, qui fub Pontio Pilato 
paflfus eft, et refurrexiti in quern et nos crcdimus : fed dum 
yolunt et Judaci efle, et chriftiani, nee Judaei funt nee 
^iftianj. Opera, vol. i. p*634.; 

the 
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the firft, it is z moft trifling inaccuracy in - 
language, the eafieft of all others to fall 
into, and of no confequence to the meaning 
at all. Befides, Jerom's account of thefc 
t^yo denominations of men is exadlly the 
fame; the Ebionites being believers in 
Cin'ifi, but mixing thelaw a}id i/jc go/pel ^ and 
the Nazarenes wij}jir:g to be loth Jews and 
chrijliansy which certainly comds to the 
very fame thing- 

Strefs has been laid on our authors fay- 
ing, that the Ebionites pretended to be 
Chriftians ; but Jerom calls them credcntes 
in Chrijloy believe^^s in Chriji ; and if they be- 
lieved in Chrift at all, they could not be- 
lieve much lefs than he Limfelf reprefents 
the Nazarenes to have done. It may be 
faid, that they only pretended to be chrift 
tians, but were not, becaufe they had been 
excommunicated. But what had they been 
excommunicated for ? Not for any proper 
impcrfedion of their faith irt Chrift, in 
which they were inferior to the Nazarenes, 
but only ffolumj becaufe they mixed the ce- 
remonies of the law with the gofpel of 
Chrift 3 which, in other words, he aflerts 

of 
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of the Nazarenes alio, when he fays, they 
wifhed to be both Jews and chriftians. 
And though he does not fay that the ^Na- 
zarenes were excommunicated^ he fays they 
were not chrijiians^ which is an expreflion of 
the fame import. 

Had there been -any foreign reafon why 
we (hould fuppofe that Terom meant to dif- 
tinguifh between the Ebionites and the ' 
Nazarenes, we might have hefitated about 
the interpretation of his meaning, cafy as it 
is. But certainly there can be no caufc of 
hefitation, when it is confidered that in this 
he agrees not with Epiphanius only, but 
with the whole ftrain of antiquity, as is 

lllowed by Le Clerc, and all the ableft cri- 
tics ; and to interpret his meaning otherwifc 
is to fet him at variance with all other 
writers. 

It is afked, ** Why were the Cerinthians 
'* omitted ? Jerom places them with the 
** Ebionites in the preceding fentence : and if 
*• the Nazarenes and the Ebionites were the 
" fame people, it may, with equal clearnefs of 
'* evidence, be inferred, that they were the 
** fame people with the Cerinthians likewife/' 

2 I anfwer, 
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I anfwcr, they were the fame people, as 
far as Jerom then confidered them, becauie 
they were equally zealous for the law of 
Mofes. 

It has been faid» that AuftinV anfwer to 
Jerom fhews^ that he confidered them as 
different perfons. But AufUn only enume« 
rates all the names that Jerom had mention- 
ed, and whether the differences were leA 
or nominal, great or little, it fignified no^ 
thing to him. He himfclf, in his Catalogue 
cfAerefies, makes a difference between the 
Ebionites and Nazarenes, but by no means 
that which makes the latter to have been be- 
lievers in the divinity of Chrifl, and the for- 
mer not. And as it was a common opinion, 
cfpecially in the Wefl, that there vrzsjbme 
difference between them (though the writers 
who fpeak of it could never be certain in 
what it confifled) it was very natural in 
Auftin to mention them feparately, whether 
Jerom had made them the fame or not. 

I find that Suicer, in his T/je/aurus, under 
the article Eiion, makes the fame ufe of this 
paffage of Jerom that I have done, and con- 
fiders the Nazarenes as a branch of the 

3 Ebionites. 
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Ebionites- Sandius alfo drxws the fame in«- 
ference from this pafiage. Hift« £cclcC 

P-4- 
That the unbelieving Jews (hould call the 

chriftian Jews Nazarcnes, is natural; be- 
caufe that was the opprobrious appellation 
by which they had been diflinguifhed from 
the beginning. According to Tertullian, 
they called them fo in his time *• Agobard 
6yi they did the fame when he wrote f. 
But it was not fo natural that this fhould be 
adopted by the Gentile chriAians, becaufe 
they had been ufed to regard that appella- 
tion with more refped:. When, therefore, 
they came to diftinguifh themfclves from 
the Jewi(h chridians, and to diilike their 
tenets, it was natural for them to adopt fame 
other appellation than that of Nazarenes ; 
tnd the term Eiiomtes, given them likewife 
ly their unbelieving brethren, equally an- 
fwercd their purpofc. 

* Unde ct ipfo nomine nos Judxi Nazarenos appellant 
per cum. Adv. Marcionem, lib. 4. kQ. 8. p. 418. 

t Quod autem dominum noftrum JeTum Chriftum et 
chriftianos in omnibus orationibus fuis Tub Nazarenorum 
nomine cotidie maledicant. De Infoler>tia Judseorum^ 
Opera, p. 63, 

The 
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The term minei is from the Hebre\^^ 
t3P» (minim) which fignifies JeSlarieSf 
and is that by which the Jews, in all their 
writings, diftinguifh the chriftiansi. 

It is fomething remarkable, that Juftih 
Martyr does not ulc the term EbionitCi or 
any other expreflive of diflike, Irenseus is 
the firft who ufes it, or who fpeaks of the 
Jewifh unitarians with the leaft difrefped. 

It is an argument in favour of the identity 
of the Nazarenes and Ebionites, that the 
former are not mentioned by name by any 
writer who likewife fpeaks of the Ebionites 
before Epiphanius, who was fond of multi* 
plying herefies, though the people fo called 
were certainly known before his time. The 
term Ebionites only occurs in Irenseus^ 
Tertullian, Origen, and Eufebius. None of 
them make any mention of Nazarenes j and 
yet it cannot be denied, that they mud: 
have been even more confiderable in the 
time of thofe writers, than they were after-^ 
wards* 

Thecondufl of all thcfe writers h eafily 
accounted for on the fuppofitions, that, iri 
the timcof Juftin Martyr, the Jewifli chrif- 

tians. 
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tiansy though all unitarians, and even difbe- 
lieving the miraculous conception, were not 
known by any opprobrious appellation at 
all ; that afterwards they were firft diiUn^ 
guifhed by that of Ebionites ; and that it wat 
not till the time of Epiphanius (when fuch 
writers as he, who wrote exprefsly on the 
fubjeA of herejy^ made a parade of their 
learning, by recounting a multiplicity of 
herefies) that the term Nazarenes, by which 
the unbelieving Jews ftill continued to call 
the chriftians among them, waslaid hold of, 
as fignifying a fe£t different from that of the 
Ebionites. 

Mofheim makes a doubt whether there 
was fuch a perfon as Ebion^ or not. I have 
feen no evidence at all that any perfon of 
that name ever exiiled. There is no foun- 
der of a feft, of whofe hiftory fome par- 
ticulars have not been handed down to pof- 
terity; but this is vox et praterea nihil. 
The term Eiionite, was alfo Ipng prior to. 
that of Ehion. They who firft ufed this 
term, fay nothing about the man from 
others, and they were too late to know any 
thing of him themfelves. 

Vol. III. N It 
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It muft be more particularly difficult to 
account for the condud of Eufebius, on the 
fuppofition either of there having been fuch 
a perfon as Ebion, or of there having been 
any diftindtion between the Ebionites and 
Nazarenes, fince it was his bufinefs, as aii 
hiftorian, to have noticed both. 

The opinion that the Ebionites and.Na- 
zarenes were the fame people^ is maintained 
by Le Glerc, and the moft eminent critics 
ofthelaftage. What Mn Jones (who is re- 
iparkable for his caution in giving an opi- 
nion) fays on this fiibjedt, is well worth 
quoting. 

** It is plain, there was a very great 
*« agreement between thefe two ancient 
*^ feds ; and though they went under dif- 
** fcrent names, yet they feem only to have 
** differed in this, that the Ebionites had 
" made fome addition to the old Nazarene 
*' fyftem. For Origen exprefsly tell us, 

" JfJa/ACTo/. They^ are called Ebionites who 
^^ from among the JewT own Jefus to be the 
•* Chrijl. And though Epiphanius feems to 
" make their gofpels different, calling one 
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*' «>iiffralnr; more entire^ yet this need not 
'^ move us. For if the learned Cafaubon's 
*' conjedure ihould not be rights that we 
'^ ihould read the fame » it>cti^T<Saiy in both 
*\ places (which yet is very probable for 
'* any thing that Father Simon has proved 
•* to the contrary) yet will the difficulty be 
*' all removed at once, by this fingle con- 
*' jQderation ; that Epiphanius never faw any 
•* gofpel of the Nazarenes. For though 
** he calls it «?aiperaV yet he himfclf fays^ 

^* WL ftSx 3f ff to; Tcyea^yyia; wcfictXoy, he did TlOt kftOW 

*^ whether they had taken away the genealogy, 
** as the Ebionites had done ; i. e. having 
** never fccn the Nazarene gofpel, for ought 
** he knew, it might be the very fame with 
** that of the Ebionites, as indeed it moil 
*' certainly was*." 

In my opinion, Jerom has fufficiently de- 
cided this lad queflion. Could he have had 
any other idea than that thefe two fedts (if 
they were two) ufed the fame gofpel, when 
he faid, ** In the gofpel ufed by the Na- 
*' zarenes and Ebionites, which is com- 
monly called the authentic gofpel of 

• On the Canon, vol. I. p. 386. 

N z Matthew. 
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^< Matthew^ which I lately tranflated from 
** Hebrew iAto Grtek. &c.»'* 

Farther, the peculiar opinions of tfad 
Ebionites and the Nazafenes ai'e reprefented 
by the ixioft refpedable audioritifcs as the 
Verj fame ; only fome hate thought that the 
Nizarenes believed the miraculous con* 
ception, aftd the Ebionites not. But thi$ 
has no authority whatever among the an^ 
cients« 

Epiphanius fays, in the middle of hi^ 
firft fe3:ion relating to the Ebicnitts^ that 
Ebion (whom in the twenty -fourth fee* 
tion he makes to be cotemporary with the 
apoftle John) ** borrowed his abominable 
*^ rites frotn the Samaritans, his opinion 
*^ { 7w>f*fi» ) from the Nazarenes, his name 
*• from the Jews, &c,*" And he fays, in 
'* the beginning of the fccond fedtion, *' he 
*' was cotemporary with the former, and 

^ In evangelic, quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitae 
(quod nuper in Graecum de Hebraeo fermone tranftulimus 
ct quod vocatur a plerifque Matthaei autheilticum). In 
Matt. 12, 13. Opera^ vol. 6. p. ai* 

f Xofia^eilm /tov yof «{) ix^i to fiiP^fov^ hiioaw n to owfwr, 
Occcum h K^ ^a^»pcuw 1^, 'Saffafauw mv ymiiar» — )^ x^noofw 
finlhika fx^^y Twrn/WTtf^wv. Uflcr. 30* ii^. !• p* 125* 

•^had 
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'^ had the fame origin with them ; and firft he 
'^ aflerted that Chrift was born of the com^ 
'^ merpe and feed of man^ namely^ Jofeph^ 
'^ as we iignified above," referring to tte 
firil: words of his firft feftion^ ** when we 
^^ (aid that in other refpcfts he agreed with 
^^ them all, and differed from them only in 
^^ this^ viz. in his adherence to the laws of 
** the Jews with refpedl to the fabbatht 
'• circumcifion, and other things that were 
** enjoined by the Jews and Samaritans. 
** He moreover adopted many more things 
'* than the Jews, in imitation of the Sama* 
** ritans*," the particulars of which he 
then proceeds to mention. 

In the fame feAion he {peaks of the 
Ebionites as inhabiting the fame country 
with the Nazarenes, and adds that, '* agree- 
•• ing together, they communicated of their 
*' pervcrfcnefs to each other ^f.'' Then, in 

* See note, page 1 64, in this volume. 

'\ Eidar aifxfim rug Meaeng ajiu itfanut^dai^ o9fy ^i&t» t^ Na> 
Cflpnoi « cBfOfut wp^Aomlat. Zwa/^ig yog Soq tMOVot^^ j^ 
tmni tA), QuOtpog aiwo mg nmJk /jio^^nfiag t« ikfu ftS^im* 
Jber, 30. {e&. %. p. 125, 126. 

N 3 the 
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the third fedtion, he obferves that, after- 
wards, fome of the Ebionites entertained a 
different opinion concerning Chrift, than 
that he was the fon of Jofeph ; fuppofing 
that, after Elxaeus joined them, they learned 
of him Tome fancy concerning Chrift and 
the Holy Spirit*, 

Concerning the Nazarenes, in the feventh 
fe£tip|^ of his account of them, he fsfys, 
that they were Jews in all refpedls, excjcpt 
that they *' believed in Chrift ; but I do not 
•* know whether they hold the miraculous 
** conception or not-f-/' This amounts to 
Tio more than a doubt, which he afterwards 
abandoned, by afferting that the Ebionites 
held the fame opinion concerning Chrift 
Vith the Nazarenes, which opinion he ex- 
preflly ftates to be their belief, that Jefus 
^as a mere man, and the fon of Jofeph, 

Haer. 30. feft. 3. p. 1 27. 

mtfi JLnfiv^w jy Mvf^vdov fMx^^t<^ ax^^^ A^^^ov ca&fonro¥ vo/a{^- 
Mofio;, la£iim\sflm. Hxr, z^* fe£l, 7, vgl. |. p« 123* 
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As to any properly orthodox Nazarenesi 
i. c. believers in the pre-exiftence or divi-* 
nity of Chrift, I find no traces of them any 
where. Auftin fays, that the Nazarenes were 
by fonie called Symmachians^ from Symma- 
chu6, who is not only generally called an 
Ebionite, but who wrote exprefsly againft 
the dodrine of the miraculous conception. 
How then could the Nazarenes be thought 
to be different from the Ebionites, or to 
believe any thing of the divinity of Chrift, 
or even the miraculous conception, in the 
opinion of thofe who called them Symma^ 
chians ? Auftin who mentions this, does 
not fay that they were mifcalled. 

Theodoret, who, living in Syria, hada 
good o|)portunity of being acquainted with 
the Nazarenes, defcribes them as follows : 
** The Nazarenes are Jews who honour 
*^ Chrift as a righteous n^an, and ufe the 
•• gofpel according to Peter*." This ac- 
count of the faith of the Nazarenes was 

* Of ^e Na^tffOBoi iK&auoi £10-1, Toy xfiTW rtfAonleg »g oAgmntf 
^q1. lib* 7,. cap. 2. Opera, vol. 4. p. 219* 

N 4 cvidenUy 
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evidently meant * to reprefent them as dif- 
fering from the orthodox with refpe£t to 
the dodrine concerning Chrift i and is to 
be underftood as if he had faid, ^^ they be« 
*^ lieve him to have been nothing more 
^^ than a righteous man, and a divine 
•• teacher" (for claiming to be fuch, he 
could not otherwife have been a righteous 
man) ^' but they do not believe in his 
•* pre-rcxiftence, or divinity/' Orthodox 
perfons^ who believe thefe doArines^ are 
never defcribed by any of the ancients as 
Theodoret has defcribed the Nazarenes* 

In the paflage quoted from Epiphanius^ in 
which he gives an account of the motives 
for John's writing his gofpel, it is evident, 
both that he confidered the Nazarenes ^s 
exifting at that time^ and alfo that they flood 
in as much need of being taught the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift as theEbio- 
nites. In another place this writer com^ 
pares the Nazarenes to pcrfons who, feeing 
a fire at a diflance, and not underflanding 
the caufe, or the ufe of it, run towards it, 
and burn themfelves 5 ** So thefe Jews/* 

he 
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he fays, ** on hearing the name of Jefus only, 
** and the miracles performed by the apof- 
** ties, believe on-him; and knowing that his 
" mother was with child of him at Nazareth, 
** that he was brought up in the houfe of 
Jofeph, and that, on that account, he was 
called a Nazarene (the apoftles Ailing him 
•* a man of Nazareth, approved by miracles, 
^* and mighty deeds) impofed that name 
*• upon themfelves*/' This can never agree 
with this writer fuppofing that the Naza- 
rencs believed in the divinity of Chrift, or 
indeed in the miraculous conception ; much 
lefs with their having an origin fubfequent 
to the times of the apoftles. And he never 
mentions, or hints at, any change of opi- 
nion in the Nazarenes. 

That Auftin did not confider the Na^ 
zarcncs in any favourable light, is evident 

fiBia ra iiai x^'?^" '^^ airoro^j^ yvofisva^ kJ aJloi ng aJiof *mi^rtuHtn , 
TVoA; it aJhv fx Nft^ofE? cv yar^i tynvfuvrMla^ x^ ev wto) tuan^ 
^ueOfoififiay x) iia thIo cy rpa stfaryrehui htiruv Na(vfaiO¥ ikiXei- 
ff^aty ag n^ oi aTTorohot ^aatv IrvpiV Tov 'Nafupouov avS^a^ ^KWoSfefer- 
foifov €f TE fmfjuiot; ^ rt^offi xj ra $ini > rtilo ro ovo/Jta tmlAsaa-iv 
ayktg^ ro xoXeio'dati tJaioa^aisg^ Hxr. 99. k&. 5, Opera, 
vol. I. p; 120^ 
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from his calling them^ in his anfwer to 
Jerom, heretics^ *' As to the opinion of thole 
*^ heretics, who, while they would be both 
♦^ Jews and chriftians, can neither be Jews 
** nor chriftians, &c.*" It is in thefc very 
v^ords that Jerom had characterized tbofe 
whom he had called JMazarenes. What 
more could Auftin have faid of the Ebio- 
nites? Can it be fuppofed that he would 
have fpoken of the Nazarenes in this man- 
ner, if he had thought them orthodox with 
refped: to the doctrine of the trinity ; efpe^- 
cially confidering that it was in' an age in 
which the ^reateft account was madc/ of 
that doftrine ; fo that perfedt foundnefs. in 
that article might be fuppofed to have 
atoned for defedts in other things. That 
Jerom did not confider ,jhe Na^sarenes as 
orthodox, even if he did makp them to 
be different from the Ebionites, is evident 
from his calling them not chrljiians. 

If we confider the general charafter of 
the Jewifh chriftians in the time of the 

♦ Qjiid putaverint hacretici, qui qum volunt e^ Judxi 
fffe ct chriftiani, ncc Judxi effc nee chriAiani cflfc potue- 
funt, &c. OjKTa, vol. ^. p. 7^. 
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apoftles^ and particularly how apt they were 
to be alarmed at the introdudtion of any 
thing that was new to thern^ and had the 
leaft appearance of contrariety to the law 
of Mofes, it will both fupply a ftrong ar- 
gument in favour of the truth of chrifti- 
anity, and againft their receiving the doc- 
trine of the divinity or pre-exiftence of 
Chrift either then or afterwards. Their 
rooted prejudices againft the apoftle Paul 
(whofe converfion to chriftianity muft have 
given them great fatisfaftion) merely on 
account of his activity in preaching the gof- 
pel to the uncircumcifed Gentiles (though 
with the approbation of the reft of the 
dpoftles) fhows that they would not receive 
any novelty without the ftrongeft evidence. 
Their diflike of the apoftle Paul, we know 
from ecclefiaftical hiftory, continued to the 
lateft period of their exiftence as a church, 
and they would never piake ufe of his writ- 
ings. But to the very laft, their objedions 
to him amounted to nothing more than his 
being no friend to the law of Mofes, 

The refemblance between the character of 
|hc Ebionitcs, as given by the early chrift 
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tian Fathers, and that of the Jcwifli cbrif- 
tians at the time of Paul's laft journey to 
Jerufalem, is very ftriking. After he had 
given an account of his condud to the more 
intelligent of them, they were fatisfied with 
it ; but they thought there would be great 
difficulty in fatisfying others. *' Thou 
** feeft brother/' fay they to him, A(3;t 
3cxi. 20. ** how many thoufands of Jewf 
^* there are who believe, and they are all 
•^ zealous of the law. And they are in- 
•* formed of thee, that thou teachefl all the 
*^ Jews who are among the Gentiles, to for- 
'^fakeMofes^ faying that they ought not 
** to circumcife their children, neither to 
^* walk after the cuftoms. What is it 
** therefore ? The multitudes muft needs 
*' come together, for they will hear that 
** thou art come. Do therefore this that 
** we fay unto thee ; We have four men who 
^' have a vow on them ; them take, and pu*" 
** rify thyfelf with them, and be at charges 
♦* with them, that they may (have their 
^* heads, and all may know that thofe things 
^* whereof they were informed concerning 
'* thee are nothing, but th^t thou thyfelf 

Z ^» alfq 
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'* alfo walked orderly and kcepeft the law.'* 
So great a refembtance in fome things, viz. 
their attachment to the law» and their pre- 
judices againft Paul, cannot but lead us to 
imagine, that they were the fame in other 
relpeds »lfo, both being equally zealous 
obferv^s of the law, and equally Grangers 
to the dodlrine of the divinity of Chrift. 
In that age all the Jews were equally 
zealous for the great do<Arine of the wzity of 
G4/, uid thcit peculiar cuftoms. Can it be fup* 
pofed then that they would fo obftinately 
retain the one, and fo readily abandon the 
other ? 

I have not met with any mention of more 
than one orthodox Jewilh chrlftian in the- 
courfe of my reading, and that is one whofe 
name was Jofeph, whom Epiphanius fays 
he met with at Scythopolis, when all the 
other inhabitants of the place were Arians. 
Haw. 30. Opera, vol. i. p. 129. 
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C H A P T E R IX. 

Of the fuppofed Church of Orthdiox Jews 
at Jerufalem^ fubfequent to the Time of 
Adrian. 

1i TOSHEIM fpcaksof a church of trim- 
^^ tarian Jews, who had abandoned the 
law of Mofes, and refided at Jerufalem, fub- 
fequent to the time of Adrian. Origen, 
who afferts that all the Jewifli chriftians of 
his time conformed to the law of Mofes, he 
fays, muft have known of this church ; and 
therefore he does not hefitate to tax him^ 
with aflerting a wilful falfehood. Error 
was often afcribed to this great man by the 
later Fathers, but never before, I believe, 
was his veracity called in queftion. And . 
leaft of all can it be fuppofed, that he would 
have dared to aflert a notorious untruth in a 
public controverfy. He muft have been a 
fool, as well as a knave, to have ventured 

upon it. 

Bodies 
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Bodies of men do not fuddenly change 
their opinions, and much lefs their cuftoms 
and habits ; leaft of all would an a6l of 
violence produce that efFe<ft; and of all 
mankind ^he experiment was the leaft likely 
to anfwer with the Jews. If it had pro- 
duced any effeft for a time, their old cuftoms 
and habits would certainly have returned 
when the danger was over. It might juft as 
well be fuppofed that all the Jews in Jerufa- 
lem began at that time to fpeak Greek, as well 
as that they abandoned their ancient cuftoms. 
And this might have been alledged in favour 
of it, that from that time the biftiops of 
Jerufalem were all Greeks, the public of- 
fices were no doubt performed in the Greek 
language, and the church of Jerufalem was 
indeed, in all refpeds, as much a Greek 
church as that of Antioch. 

Moftieim produces no authority in his 
DiiTertations for his affertion. He only 
iays, that he cannot reconcile the fa£t that 
Origcn mentions, with his feeming unwil- 
lingnefs to allow the Ebionites to be chrif- 
tians. But tttis is eafily accounted for from- 
the attachment which he himfelf had to the 

dodtrinc 
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doSrine of the divinity of Chrift, which 
they denied ; and from their holding no^ 
communion with other chriftians. 

All the appearance of authority that I can 
find in any ancient writer^ of the Jewifh 
chriftians deferting the law of their ancef- 
tors, is in Sulpicius Severus, to whom I am 
referred by Mofheim in his Hiftory. But 
what he fays on the fubjed is only what 
follows : ^^ At this time Adrian, thinking 
*' that he fhould deftroy chriftianity by 
** deftroying the place, erected the images of 
** dsemoBS in the church, and in the place 
** of our Lord's fufFerings ; and becaufe the 
** chriftians were thought to confift chiefly 

** of Jews (for then the church at Jerufalem 
** had all its clergy of the circumcifion) 
•* ordered a cohort of foldiers to keep con- 
** ftant guard, and drive all Jews from any 
^* accefs to Jerufalem ; which was of fervice 
•^ to the chriftian faith. For at that time 
^ they almoft all believed Chrift to be God, 
** but with the obfervance of the law ; the 
** Lord fo difpofing it, tliat the fcrvitudc 
•• of the law ftiould be removed from the 
^* liberty of the faith and of the church. 

Then 
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•' Then was Marc the firft bifliop of the 
" Gentiles at Jerufalem*/' Here the hif- 
torian fays, that the objedl of Adrian was to 
overturn chriftianity, and that the Jews 
were bani{hed becaufe the chriflians there 
were chiefly of that nation. According to 
, this account, all the Jews, chriftians, as well 
as others, were driven out of Jerufalem, and 
nothing is faid of any of them forfaking the 
law of Mofcs. Eufebius mentions the ex- 
puliion of the Jews from Jerufalem, but 
fays not a word of any of the chriftians 
there abandoning circumcifion, and their 
other ceremonies, on that occaflon. In« 
deedy fuch a thing was in the higheft: de- 

* Qua tempeftate Adrianusj exiftimans fe chriQianam 
fidem loci injuria perempturum, et in tcmpio ac loco do- 
minicae paffionis daemonum iimulachra conftituit. £t 
quiacbiiftiani exjudaeis potiffimum putabantur (namque 
turn Hierofolynue non niA ex circumcifione habebat ec 
defia Sacerdotem) militum cohortem cuftodias in perpe- 
tuum agitare juflit, quse Judseos omncs Hierofolymae adi- 
tus arceret. Quod quidem chriftianae fidei proficiebat ; 
quia turn pene omnes Chridum Deum Tub legis obfcrva- 
tidne credebant, Nimirum id domino ordinante difpofitum, 
ut legis fervitus a libertate fidei atque eccIcTise tollcrctur. 
Itae^m primum Marcus ex Gentibus apu J Hierofolymam 
epifcopus fuit. Hift. lib, 2. cap. 31. p. 245. 

Vol. Ill, O gree 
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gree improbable. Speaking of the defola- 
tion mentioned. If. vi. he fays, that *' it 
*• was fulfilled in the time of Adrian, v/hcn 
** the Jews, undergoing a fecond fiege, were 
«* reduced to fuch mifery, that, by the im- 
** perial orders, they were not fuifered even 
** to fee the defolation of their metropolis 
«' at a diftance*." 

Independent of all natural probability, had 

5ulpitius Severn s adlually writtei) all that 

Moiheim advances ; whether is it from thi^ 

writer, or from Origen, that we arc mor^ 

likely to gain true information on this fubjeft. 

Origen, writing in controverfy, and of courfc 

fubjedt to corredlion, appeals to a fadl as 

notorious in the country in which he him- 

felf refided, and in his own times, to which 

therefore he could nof but have have given 

particular attention. Whereas Sulpitius 

Severus lived in the remoteft part of Gaul, 

feveral thoufand miles from Palefline, and 

* £9rX)fps7o 3c 1^ auhft ucQarHg Aiptavit x^cw;, Ka& h$ iiJdfen 

^f07ro>i6>$ ^apeof iTTtlftnta^. Montfaucon's CoUeAio, 
vol. 2\ p. 379*' 

twp 
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two hundred years after Origen, (o that he 
could not have afferted the fad: as from his 
own knowledge; and he quotes no other 
perfon for it. But, in reality, Sulpitius Seve- 
rus is no more favourable to Mofheim's ac- 
count of the matter than Origen himfelf ; 
fo that to the authority of both of them, of 
all ancient teflimony^ and natural probabi^ 
lity, nothing can be oppofed but a willing- 
ncfs to find orthodox Jewifli chriftians fomc- 
where. 

The paffage of Origen, which is a full 
contradi6tion to all that Moflieim has ad- 
vanced concerning this orthodox Jewifli 
church, confifting of perfons who abandon- 
ed the law of Mofes, at the furrender of je- 
rufalem to Adrian, is a« follows : *' He who 
•^pretends to know every thing, does not 
'• know what belongs to the profnpopeia. 
** For. what xioes he fay to the JewLlh be- 
*' lievers, that they have left the cuftoms of 
** their anceftors, having been ridiculoufly 
*• deceived by Jefus, an4 havegpne over to 
" another name, and another mode of life; 
^*jnot Qonfidering that thofe Jews who have 
^ believed in Jefus have oot deferted the 

O2 ** cuftoms 
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*' cuftoms of their anceftors ; for they live 
" according to thenit having a name agrcc^ 
** ing v^ith the poverty of their legal obfcr- 
^* vances. For the word Ebion^ in the 
** Jewiftx language, fignifies poor 1 and thofe 
'• of the Jews who believe Jefus to be the 
*• Chrift, are called Ebionites*.*' 

Can it be fuppofed that Origcn would 
have ventured to write in this manner (even 
fuppofing that he had no principle of inte* 
grity to reftrain him from telling a wilful He) 
if he had known any fuch church of Jewifli 
chriftians as Mofheim defcribes^ Befides, 
Origen's account of things agrees with whaf 
all the ancients fay on the fubje(ft. Eufe* 
l>ius fays, that the bi(hops of Jerufalem were 
Jews till the time of Adrian +. The bifhops 

W Oih Kara rov rovov mg VfoardfVOTTOiai * t^ «y j^ >ryu Vfog ryf 
ano liiiatanf virft/oyro^^ xaravomBm . ^no'iv m/ths HaraT^ivorTag rov 
maft^tov vofAOVf ra tf^^xfY^'y^^ v^*^ ^ I'*^<» nvraiwr^ 'Baw 
yOsomg * x) cMnitAit>jf«oV|KCKu £i( oT^ avQiAa, )^ it; oXXov Sm^ fAiik 
T8T0 Harrosmffa^y cm it otto lifiaim stg tov Ii^otsv virsuoneg a ko- 
^aSMhjiiraffi tot 'manrpm WfJtov . Bwwi yap Kor amcv. nrarw/jtiot rng 
paraTyfv oA^ «tA)x<i^ 'n' ^^(^ TrytwfMaOi. In CeKuiT)) 
lib. s. p. 56. 

-f ^ t^Xpi 1^ ^^^ Aipuxvov laiaiuv *sc>xofKux;^ 'mtil&imioia 
roif apA/i09 afk&i y^avaaw ifrnnt^wtaif iiaioxj^i * Tiq 'otaiSag BCpgus^ 

'^xii. Ijb. ^. cap. ^* p- 143* 

were 
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were Jews, becaufe the people Were fo. It 
is natural, therefore, to fuppofe, that when 
the bifhops were Greeks, the people were 
Greeks alib. And this is what Nicephorps 
expreflly aiTerts to have been the cafe. For 
he ix^%^ that ^^ Adrian caufed Jerufalem to 
•* be inhabited by Greeks only, and per- 
•* mitted no others to live in it ♦.*' 

Origin is fo far from faying, that any 
Jew<s. abandoned circumcifion, and the rites 
oi their religion, that he fays fomc of the 
Gentile chriftians conformed to them "f*. 

Having confulted Eufebius, and other 
ancient writers to no purpofe, for fome 
account of thefe Jews who had deferted 
the religion of their anceftdrs, I looked 
into Tiilemont, who is wonderfully careful 
aoid exad in bringing together every thing 
that relates to his fubjedt ; but his account 

lib. 3. cap. 24. vol. I. p. 256. 

i* Quia non folum camales Judxi de gircumcilione car- 
nis revincendi funt nobis, fed nonnulli ex eis, qui Chrifti 
nomen videntur rufcepifTey et tamen carnalem circumci<r 
fionem recipiendam putant: uc Ebionitae, et fi qui his 
limili paupertate fenfus aberrant. In Gen, Horn. 3* Opera. 
iu»l. I. p. 19. 

O 7 of 
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of the matter differs widely indeed from 
that of Mofbeim. He fays (Hift. dct 
Empereurs, torn. 2. part 2. p. 506) ^* The 
'* Jews converted to the faith of Chrift 
*^ were not excepted by Adrian from the 
•* prohibition to continue at Jerufalem. 
** They were obliged to go out with the 
** reft. But the Jews being then obliged 
<< to abandon Jerufalem, that church began 
^' to be cocnpo£ed of Gentiles, ahd bdfore 
** the death of Adrian, in- the middle of the 
** year i;j8. Marc, who was of Gentile 
** race, was eftablifhed their bifliop^** He 
does not fay with Mofheim, that thi& Marc 
was chofen by the Jews who abandoned the 
Mofaic rites. Hift. vol. \. p. 172. 

Fleury, I find, had the fame idea of that 
event. He fays (Hift. voK u p. 316.) 
V From this time the Jews were forbidden 
•* to enter Jerufalem, or even to fee it at 
** a diftance. The city being afterwards 
** inhabited by Gentiles, had no other name 
«* than iElia. Hitherto the church of Je- 
*•* rufaleni had only been compofed of Jew- 
** ifli converts, who obferved the ritual of 
•* the law under the liberty of the gofpel ;. 

1 " but 
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•• but then, as the Jews were forbidden to 
** remtihi there, and guards were placed to 
** defend the entrance of it, there Were no 
•* other chriftians there befides thofe who 
** were of Gentile origin ; and thus the rc- 
*^ mains of the fervitude of the law werd 
** entirely abolifhed." 

I cannot help, in this place, taking fomc 
farther notice of what Mofheim fays with 
refpddl to this charge of a wilful falfhood 
on Origen. Jerom, in his epiftle to Pam-* 
machius (Opera, voK i. p. 496.) fays, that 
Origen adopted the Platonic doftrine of the 
fubfcrviency of truth to utility, as with re- 
fpcft to deceiving enemies, &c. the fame that 
Mr. Hume, and other fpeculative moralifts 
have done; confidering the foundation of all 
focial virtue to be the public good. But 
1% by no means follows from this, that fuch 
pcrfons will ever indulge themfelves in any 
greater violations of truth, than fhofe who 
hold other fpeculative opinions concerning 
the foundation of morals. 

Jerom was far from faying, fhat " Ori- 
*' gen reduced his theory to pradtice." Hd 
qoentionsno inflance v(rhatever of his having 

O 4 recourfc 
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recourre to it, and is far, indeed, from via^ 
dicating any perfon in averting, that to 
iilence an adverfary, he had recourfe to the 
wilful and deliberate allegation of a noto- 
rious falfhood. 

Grotius alfc fays, that it is well obferved 
by Sulpitius Severus, that all the Jewi(h 
chriflians till the time of Adrian held that 
Chrift was God, though they obferved 
the law of Mofes, in the paflagc which* f 
have quoted from' him. But the fefafe in 
which Grotius underftood the term GMi in 
this place mufl be explained by his own 
fentiments concerning Chrift. As to Sul- 
pitius himfelf, he muft be considered as 
havi»ng faid nothing more than that, ** aU 
** moft all the Jews at Jerufalem were 
** chriftians, though they obferved the law 
** of Mofes." 7 his writer*s mere ailertion^ 
that the Jewifli chriftians held Chrift to be 
God, in the proper fenfe of the word, un- 
fupported by any reafons for k, is not to 
be regarded,. 
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CHAPTER X. 

Of the fuppofed Hertfy of the Ebtonites and 
Nazarenes^ and other particulars relating 
to them. 



I 



Have obferved that Tertullian is the 
firft chriftian writer who exprefsly calls 
the Ebionites heretics. Irenaus, in his 
large treatife concerning herefy^ exprefles 
great diflike of their dodlrine, always rc- 
prcfenting them as believing that Jefus wa5 
the fon of Jofeph ; but he never confounds 
them with the heretics* Juftin Martyr 
makes no mention of Ebionites^ but he 
fpcaks of the Jewifj cbrijliansy which has 
been proved to be a fynonymous expreflion ; 
and it is plain^ that he did not confider 
all of them as heretics, but only thofe of 
them who refufed to communicate with 
the Gentile chriftians. With refpcdt to 
the reft, he fays, that he fliould have 

no 
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no objedion to hold in communion with 
them*. He defcribes them as perfoas who 
obfervcd the law of Mofes, but did not 
impofe it upon others. Who could thcfc 
be but Jewifh unitarians ? For according 
to the evidence of all antiquity, and what 
is fuppofed by Juftin himfelf, all the 
Jcwifli chriftians were fuch. It is pro- 
bable, therefore, that the Nazarenes, or 
Ebionites, were coniidered as in a date 
of excommunication, merely becaufe they 
would have impofed the law of Mofes upon 
the Gentiles, and refufed to hold commu- 
nion with any, befides thofe who were cir- 
cumcifed ; fo that, in fa£t, they excommu- 
nicated themfelves. 

This circumftance may throw fome light 
on the paiTage in Jerom, in which he fpeaks 
of the Ebionites as anathematized folely 
on account of their adherence to the Jewifli 
law^ The Ebionites, at leaft many of them, 
would have impofed the yoke of the Jewifh 
law upon the Gentile chriflians^ They 

ial, p. 231. 

would 
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would not communicate with thofe wha 
were not circumcifed, and of courfe thefe 
could not communicate with them ; fo 
that they were neceflarily in a ftate of ex- 
communication with rcfpedt to each other* 
This would alfo be the cafe with the Ce- 
rinthians, as well as the Ebionitcs ; and 
therefore Jerom mentions them together f 
the feparation of communion with rcfped 
to both arifing, in a great meafure, from 
the obfervance of the Jaw of Mofes; though 
Jerom might write unguardedly, as he often 
did, in confounding the cafe of the Cerin- 
thiahs fo much as he here does with that 
of the Ebionites. 

Ruffinus' makes the hercfy of Ebion to* 
confifl: in their enjoining the obfervance qf 
the Jewifli law*. The attachment of the 
Jews to their own law was certainly very 
great. Origen fpeaks of the Ebionites as 

* ConfiUum vaniutis eft quod Ebion docet, ita Chrifto 
credi debere, ut circumcifio carnis, et obfervatio fabbathf^ 
et facrificiorum folemnitas, caeterxque omnes obfervantiae 
fccundum legis literam teneantur. In Symbol, p. 1 89. 

thinkitij; 
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thinking that Chrift came chiefly for the 
lake of the Ifraelitcs*. 

There is fomethtng very particular in 
the conduift of Tertuliian with refpe<5t to 
the Ebionites. He fpcaks of the herefy of 
Ebion (of which he makes but the flighted 
mention in his Treatife againft herefy in 
general) as confiding in the obfervance of 
the Jewifh ceremonies -f- y and yet he fays^ 
that ^^ John in his epiiUe calls thofe chiefly 
^' antichriflfi, who denied that Chrifl: came 
^* in the flefli, and who did not think that 
•* Jefus was the Son of God ;" meanings 
probably, a diibelief of the miraculous. 
Conception. ** The former," he fays, 
** Marcion held, the latter Ebion J." 

'^ Q>vK a'?rBTa>ofjiv ei fJLti Big ra ^srpoSada ra a'7rQ>M\oia oma la'paipi • 
tat t>\afjL^a90fjav TouJa ug ot 'alaxot rn SiavOia E^u^omm 'slux^uii tyt^ 
hamiatg sTravvfAu {"EJSiu yap o *s\oixjH '^^ ESpmoig cufOfAotilM) mt 
vJr^^w iTTi Ttf( ^apmiat^ I^focAdx; vpenynfjuwg tw xsirov ttSiIii* 
fMfKBKot, Philocalia, p*' 16. 

+ Ad Galatas fcribens invehitur in obfervatores tt dc-» 
fenfores circumcinonis et legis. Hebionis hanrefiseft. Dd 
Prafcrip. fcG. 33. Opera, p. 214. 

X At in epiftola eos maxime antichriftos vocat, qui 
Chriftum ncgarcnt in carne vcnifle, et qui non putarent 

Jefum 
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Upon the whole, the condudt of Tcr- 
tullian very much refembles that of Ire- 
nsus^ who, without clafiing the Ebionites 
with heretics, cxprefles great diflike of 
their doctrine. 

It is certain, that the Ebionites were a 
very different fet of perfons from the Gnof- 
tics, and that they were utter ftrangers to 
the principles of that philofophy which 
werexhe caufe of the prejudice that was en- 
tertained concerning matter and the body^ and 
which led the Gnoflics to recommend cor- 
poreal auflerities, and abflinence from mar- 
riage. Epiphanius fays, that ^* the Ebio- 
** nites, and all fuch fedls, were enemies to 
^* virginity and continence*/* 

This writer's hatred of the Ebionites, and 
of courfe his raifreprefentation of them, are 
very confpicuous. But there is one thing 
which he lays to their charge, which, though 
abfolutely incredible, it is not eafy to ac«^ 

Jefum efle filium dei. Illud Marcion, hoc Hebion vindi- 
cavit. Dc Praefcnp. fcft. 33. Opera, p. 214. 

f T« W9 3ff mfjnryo^ulM nsaflomaai *ma^ atHotg va^^tma n 1^ 
iyftfcOtta^ «^ «) *safa roi; a»ai; ofJLOiM; ravhj cupsa-scrt. Haer. 30. 

p. 5?i6. 

"i count 
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count fon For he favs, that " the Ebio- 
'* nites revere water as a God*." Damaf- 
cenus fays the fame after him. De Hsre-> 
fibus. Opera, p. 690. 

Another moft extraordinary and highly 
improbable allegation of Epiphanius, with 
refpedt to the Ebionites^ is his charge 
ing them with the peculiar dodrines of 
the Gnoftics, which is contrary to the 
tcftimony, I. may fafely fay, of all other 
ancient writers ; it being commonly faid 
by them, that the herefy of the Ebionites 
was the very reverfe of that of the Gnof- 
tics. He fays, however, that ** fome of 
** the Ebionites held that Adam, who was 
^* firft formed, and into whom God breathed 
^* the breath of life, was Chrift. But others 
** of them fay that he was from above, 
** that he was a fpirit created before any 
*' others, before the angels, that he was 
*' lord of all, was called Chrift, and made 
^ the fovereign of that age ; that he came 
" from thence whenever he pleafed, as into 
** Adam, and that he appeared in the form 



♦ To wJjtff «y7i %m iy(jm. Opera, vol. I. p* 53. 



^*of 
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*• of a man to the patriarchs, to Abraham, 
** Ifaac^ and Jacob, and that it was the 
*^ fame who in the latter days, being clothed , 
** with the body of Adam, appeared as a 
** man, was 'crucified, rofe from the dead, 
** and afcended into heaven*/' 

Again, fpeaking of the Ebionites in gc-r 
neral, he fays, ** they aflert that there were 
'^ two beings created, viz, Chrift and the 
** devil ; that Chrrft took the inheritance 
•* of the future age, and the devil of the 
** prefent, and that the Supreme Being 
*' made this appointment at the requeft of 
** them both. On this account, they fay 
*.* that Jefus was born of the feed of man, 
^* and became the fon of God by adoption, 
" by Chrift coming into him from above, 

* Trt^ yap f? auSim »t) ASa^t tov xf ^^^v cnwi "kepifTx^ 'tm #pi'W 
mthoffhiSix T£ k) £fji^v<jy&ivla aTTo rn; m ^sa im'jrvoiai » eO^i it nr 
QuSiot^ Xtyaaiv oofi^ev fAEv oila^ wpo vaylm h xlia^eykt Wfeufjiala ofla^ 

fy io) A^afA })X$f , 1^ T0(; 'aal^ta^X'^i efauvHo evi^uofuv^' ro aufjta^ 
*SFpo^ ACfoofd. £>^(iiv %) Iffoauc t^ loka^, o aJlo; i?r vrx/Siw :m lya* 
ffl)y»^^£| tfj aulo To ffUfjLa th ASa/x ivsh<rc30i x) a)^^ ap&foTroi, tj 
ercwfi&n, t^ oyfrw, <) ayr;>^fv. Haer. 30. fcft. 3. p. 127. 

" iq. 
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•• in the form of a dove. But they fay that 
" he was not generated from God' the Fa^^ 
*• ther, but created by him, as one of the 
** archangels, though greater than they y 
** for that he is lord of the angels, and of 
" all things that were made by the Al- 
•* mighty ; that he came and taught what 
•' is contained in their gofpel, faying, / 
«* am come to dejiroy facrifices^ and if you will 
** not ceafe to facrijicej wrath Jhall not ceafe 
•• with reJ^eSl to you. Thefe and fuch like 
•* things are taught by them*/' 

In another paflage he afcribes thefe doc* 
trines not to Ebion himfelf, but to his 

* Ay3 0% Ttvag, «? tf w, awiTaaiv w Sea TilaJfAmii, evx fin Toy 

;^^«rci', tvx Je tcv Sio^cXsv • >^ rov ixiv xpi^tn XEyaa-i rts /jleX^^I®- 

awvoq EiXvipevM tov lt^>3f ov, rov ^i iiaQoT^v thIov iBVstiTtv&aLi Tor aumx^ 

VL 'ZJforayvig Sr,9£V ra ^aaflojifafo^cg Hola ouhvriv ixaii^^av ocuIojv ' j^ 

Thla CVEJW5 Inerav ytyiVYtfAivcv ex aTfi^fjiaKS' av^^o^ Asyao-/, ;o emXe* 

X^^vla^ <? *7<" *«'^^ Ex>4>7W viov Ssd M>.Y&ivla, aTro ra cwcBn ii; aJ/ov 

ijKOy?®" Xfiftf sv £i5n 'sre^in^oc^ . « ^acrxtcri Sf ex $£» 'SolI^o^ aulov 

yrytmJ^ou^ a»u exlia^cu^ ug eva tuv afx^^'^^^'i /J^i^ova fe autm 

ofloj ctulov ?f xu^ieuetf^ Jy ayfeXuv K; "siavlcav aico T8 vavloxpalo^®' 

*ar£7ro*iiftfvajr, xj fxSov7a xj u^rr/r]<rafjLevov^ ug to wof auloig ci/ary/c^ixoy 

MCt>^fju\r/ 'Sifiix^^'i ^^ y\>^ov xalczMuo'ai rag ^i/cwt^^ K] eav fjt.ri wau' 

(n]<r^s Tn Swnv, a ziav^ilau a^ vfxoiv n o^ . mm raula xm touujIci 

Ti>a tfiVTcc %x^ auioig f^iir^^uiAolci, Haer. 30. fe<Jl, 16. p. 140. 

followers 



CuAt.iL Mhknites* and Nazarenes. 209 

followers* ** Ebiori himfelf/* he f^ys, 
•* held that Chrift was a mere man, bbrri 
" as other men are ; but they who front 
^* him arc called Ebionites, fay that God 
*• had a fuperior power called his fon, that 
*^ he aiTumed the form of Adam, and put 
*• it off again*/' 

That this reprefentation, which is wholly 
Epiphanius's own^ is founded on fome 
miftake, cannot be doubted ; and I think it 
mod: probable, that he has confounded the 
doArines of the Ebionites with thofe of the 
Cerinthians, who agreed with them in fome 
things, efpecially in Jefus being a mere 
man, born as other men are« But he moft 
grdfsly mifrcprefentcd both the Ebionites 
and the Cerinthians^ in faying that they 
rgcdied' facrifices, and taught that Chrift 
preached againft them. For according to 
the teftiniony of all antiquity, both thefc 
fcfts intifted on the obfervance of the Jewi{h 
law. 

. * Hole ^Ev aJloi Eitav Xsyw at mapcSptSn; ^i^ov oAgmrw 
tdntv yryswnff^M • a»0TS 9k oi am aula 'EStmcutH^ am hvofm at 
Stv notrnf^ai tnov^ xai tstop xara xatgw tov ASoia cyS^Soi Tf not 
tH^ftff^oi. Haer. 30. kSt, 34. p. 162* 

Vol. III. P This 



2 1 o Suppo/ed Herefy of the Book III. 

This Is all that I have been able to col- 
ledl concerning the berejy of the Ebionites^ 
excepting that Optatus charges them with 
maintaining that *^ the Father fufFered^ and 
** not the Son*/' But it was no uncom- 
mon thing to charge all. unitarians with 
being patripaflians. No early accounts of 
the Ebionites fay any fuch thing of them. 
Their dodlrine was fimply, that Chrift was 
a man, but ^ man approved of God by Jigns 
and wonders, and mighty deeds j which God 
did by him. 

I muft here remark, that no perfon, I 
ihould think, can refleft upon this fubjedl 
with proper ferioufnefs, without thinking 
it a little extraordinary that the Jewifli 
chriftians, in fo early an age as they arc 
fpokcn of by the denomination of Ebionites, 
fhould be acknowledged to believe nothing 
either of the divinity, or even of the prc- 
exiftence of Chrift, if either of thofe doc- 
trines had been taught them by the apoftles. 
Could they fo foon have deferted fo im- 
portant an article of their faith, and fo 

* Ut Hcbion, qui argumentabatur patrem pafliim cITei 
con iilium. Lib. 4. p*9i« 

lately 
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lately delivtred to the faints i , and having 
once believed Chriil to be cither the Su-i 
preme God, or a fuper-angclic Tpirit, hats 
Contrary to the general propenfity of hu* 
maa nature (which has always been to ag- 
grandise, rather than to degrade a lord ind 
mafter, becaufc it is in fai^ to aggrandize 
themTelves) come liniverfally to believe hiih 
to be nothing more than a mere mian, and 
cv«a the foa of Jofeph and Maty i 



Pi 
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Of the fof red Books of the Ebionftis^ 

npHE Ebiqmtps being Jews, a^d i«,ge-i 
neral acquainted, with th^ir owii lanf>, 
guage only, m^e ufe of no o^hctf* t^an ^ 
Hebrew gofpel^ which is commonly faid to 
have been that of Matthew, originally com* 
pofed in their language, and for their ufe^ 
This I think highly probable, from the 
almoft unanimous teftimony of antiquity. 
But this is a queftion which I ihall not 
make it my bufinefs to difcufs. 

*• The Ebionites," fays Irenaeus, '* make 
^' ufe of the gofpel of Matthew only*/*- 
Jerom had feen this gofpel, and tranflated it 
from Hebrew into Greek, and without giving 
his own opinion, fays, that " it was by moft 
** perfons called the authentic gofpel of 

* £bionit£ etenim eo evangelio quod eft fecundum Mat* 
tbaeum folo utentes, Lib.3. capt ii. p. 220. 

^* Matthew.*' 

o 
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•* Matthew*/' Theodoret fays concern- 
ihg both the kinds of Ebionites, that they 
received no other gofpel than that of Mat- 

But it is evident from Epiphanius, that 
the Ebiohites did not confider the two firft 
chapters of Matthew's gofpel as belonging 
to it ; for their copies were without them, 
beginning with the third chapter. *' The 
** gofpel of the Ebionites began thus. It 
*• came to pafs in the days of Herod king 
'• of Judea, in the time of Caiaphas the 
^* high-prieft, a perfon whofe name was 
^* John came baptizing with the baptifm 
•* of repentcnce in the river Jordan J/* 
Here, however, there maft be fome mif- 
take, as it was not in the time of Herod 

* In Matt. cap. 12. Opera, vol. 6. p« 2t: 

Vttutm; yap 3^ sloi mfoo'ayofevovlcu • ra o^^a ftev cPTcafltx auvofM* 
Kofu rwg vpAfOBp, tov 3k ffolhpa 1^ nvfm ex vofSevs yrf^mr^ 
fnnif^ fMryrt^Otf h iw xcSa Mar^atov usxfnf^ IMm. Haer. 
Fab. lib. %. cap. i. vol. 4: p. 328. £d Halae. 

X On r/cy^o, fnn9i cy Tcut^ v\/A£fcug Hfoiis fioffOit^ ^ Iniaia^ 
fxi AfXf^ Kata/pa rihk ri^ laawng cvofjLoOi fia/jrliav poTrliffiJun 
l/aHemiai sy tw mohum lofSbvn, ^ t» tfytil H»n 30. Opera, 
vd. i; p, 138; 

P 3 king 
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^ing of Ju4pa, but of Herod the Tetrarcb, 
pr king of Galilee; and the inaccuracy 
)s probably to be afcribed to Epiphaniu« 
himfelf. That this writer quoted only froqi 
bis mpmory, and inaccurately, is evident 
ffom bis giving the beginning of this gof- 
pel in another place fomewhat differently, 
as follov^s: ** It came to pafs in the days 
f * of Herod king of Judea, John can^c bap* 
*^ tizing with tl^e baptifm of repentance, 
f ' in th? river Jordan j who was faid to be 
f * of the race of Aaron the prieft, the foa 
f * of Zacharias and Elizabeth ; aqd all men 
f* wen| out to him*/' 

This writer, who vyas fond of multiplying 
fedls, and who makes that of the Nazarenes 
tp ^e di|ferent from fhat of the Ebionites, 
fays concerning the latter, that ** he did 
^* not know whether they hajl cut off the 
f^ genealogy from the gofpel of Matthew f/' 

Tfide¥ laawm pcpjTri^ojv fiaTrnfffJut fokwio^ tv ra lof^avn vorofw^ 
Pi cXcyrro uvcu in ytwg Aa^ th ifff^^i iroi; Za^Af uf mm EXjoav 
^9 iww ^infX'^nrro Trpog cunov worrff, Hacr. 30. kSt. 13, 

f l^Xfi^^ h i'0 9M&X l/hr^aiov tv^ttyt>fm v^upcroroy ECpcun • 
fray* auToi$ yof ffafo)^ 7«T9, ftq^g f| ofX'fi ^Tf^ ^^(0004 
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Meaning, perhaps, the whole of the in- 
trodudion, as far as the third chapter. — 
It muft be obferved, however, that in the 
copy of this gofpel which Jerom tranf- 
lated, there was the fecond chapter, if not 
the* genealogy. For in this gofpel there 
was, out of Egypt I have called my fon^ and 
be Jhall be called a Nazarene"^:' This I 
am willing to explain in the following man- 
ner. Originally the Jewifh chriftians did 
not believe the doftrine of the miraculous 
conception. Both Juftin Martyr and Ire- 
naeus reprefent them as diftelieving it, 
without excepting any that did. Origen 
is the firft who has noticed two kinds of 
Ebionites, one believing the miraculous 

Yfomtoffvt m ff^itrm . 8x mid Se « neu rot; ymalKoyiag ron; a^ 
TV ACipoooff 'Vff i£iXoy« H^r. 29. vol. i. p. 124. 

* Mihi quofque a Nazarxis, qui la Bersa, urbe Syria?, 
hoe volumine utuntur, defcribendi facultas fuit ; in quo 
animadvertendum quod ubicunque cvangeiifta, five ex 
perfona fua^ five ex pcrfona domini falvatoris, veteris fcrip- 
turae teftimoniis utitur, non fequatur feptuaginta tranfr 
latorum audtoritatem, fed Hebraicam, e quibus ilia duo Aint. 
Ex iEgypto vocavi filiu^l meum, et quoniam Nazaraeut 
vocabitur. Catalogus Scriptoruxn, Opera, voL i. p. 26J. 

P 4. conception^ 
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conception^ and the other denying it. Pro- 
bably, therefore, their original copies of 
the gofpel had not the two firfl chapters, 
which contained that hiftory ; but gfter 
fooic time, thofe of the Jewifli chriftians 
who gave credit to the ftory, would na« 
turally add thefe two chapters from tlie 
Greek copies ^ and it might be a copy of 
this kind that Jerom met with, 

Epiphanius likewife fays, that ** the 
<« Ebionites made ufe of the travels of 
ff Clement*/* This being an unitarian 
work;^ they might be pleafed with it ; but 
\t is not probable that they would read it 
in the public offices of their churches, or 
poniider it in the fame light with one of 
the books of fcripture. 

It is agreed on all hands that the Ebio- 
nites made no ufe of the epiftles of Paul, 
becaufe they did not approve of the flight 
which he feemed to put upon the law of 
Mofes, which they held in the greateft 
' poffible veneration. 

Oper^t voL j. p. 139. 

Eoiphaniuf 
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Epiphanius fays farther concerning the 
Ebionitesy that " they deteft the pro- 
f • phcts *." This, however, I think al- 
together as improbable, as what he lays 
of their revering water as a god. He is 
the only writer who aflfcrts any fuch thing, 
and as far as appears from all other ac- 
counts, the Ebionites acknowledged the 
authority of all that we call the canonical 
feooks of the Old Teftament. Symmachus, 
whofe tranflation of the fcriptures into 
Greek is fo often qtioted, and with the 
greateft approbation, by the learned Fathers, 
was an Ebionite ; and Jerom fays the fame 
of Theodotion, They both tranflated the 
other books of the Old Teftament, as well 
as the Pentateuch, and, as far as appears, 
without making any diflindion between 
that and the other books : and can this be 
thought probable, if they had not confi- 
dered them as entitled to equal credit? 
Befides, our Saviour's acknowledgment of 
the authority of the whole of the Old Tef- 

1^, Moa vofhi T8$ vgofnlasy ^ dot fiifhinlQillcu. Hser. 30. p« 
139- 

tament 
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tament is fo exprefs, that I cannot readily 
believe that any chriftians, Jews efpecially, 
acknowledging his authority, would rejcft 
what he admitted. 

Laftly, the authority of Epiphanius is, 
in e£fe(ft, contradiaed by Irenasus, who 
fays, that ** the Ebionites expounded the 
** prophecies too curioufly *." Grabe fays, 
that Ebion (by which we muft underftand 
fome Ebionite) wrote an expofitioii of the 
prophets, a& he rolledted from fome frag* 
jnents of Irenaeus's work, of which he gives 
fome account in his note upon the place f. 

* Quae autem funt prophedca curiofius exponere ni- 
tuntur. Lib. i. cap. 26 p. 102. 

f Ipfum Ebionem iinynanv ruv wpo^niw fcripfifle, coUigo 
ex fragmentis hujus operis, quae ante paucos dies Parifiis 
accepi, en MS. codice collegii Claromontani defcripto, a 
viro humaniflimo, R. P. Michaele Loquien, inter addenda 
ad fpecilcgium haereticorum faeculi !• fuo tempore, deo 
volente, publicanda. Ibid. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

Of Men of Eminence among the yewijh 

Chri/iianst 

^HOUGH it is probable, that the 
Jpwifh chriftians in general were 
poor, and therefore had no great advantage 
of liberal education, which might be end 
means of preferving their doftrine in fuch 
great iimpUcity and purity ; yet it ap« 
pears that there were fome men of learning 
^unong them. Jerom mentions his being 
acquainted with fuch during his refidence 
in Palefline; and there are three perfons 
among them who diflinguifhed themfelves 
by tranflating the Old Teftament from 
Hebrew into Greek, viz. Aquila, Theo- 
dotion, and Symmachus; though the lafl 
of them only was a native of Paleftinc, 
and born a Samaritan. Eufcbius fays, that 
*f Theodotion and Aquila were both Jewifh 
f ^ prpfelytesi whqm the Ebionites follow-^ 

'• ing, 
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V 

•^ ing, believe Chrift to be the fon of 
«* Jofeph *." According to Epiphanius, 
Theodotion was firft a Marcionite, and then 
a Jewifli convert -f. Aquila is faid to have 
fiourifhed about the year 1 309 Theodotioa 
about 180, and Symmachus about 200. 
Whatever was thought of the religious 
principles of thefe men, the greateft ac-* 
count was made of their verfions of the 
Hebrew fcriptures by learned chriflians of 
all parties, efpecially that of SymmacfatiSii 
which is perpetually quoted with the great- 

. eft refpeft by Origen, Eufebius, and others* 
Jerom, fpeaking of Origen, fays, that ** be*» 
«* fides comparing the verfion of the fcp* 
** tuagint, he likewife collated the verfions 

. ♦* of Aquila. of Pontus, a profelyte, that 
^« of Theodotion an Ebionite, and that of 
<* Symmachus, who was of the fame fed j 
*• who alfo wrote commentaries on the 
•« gofpcl of Matthew, from which he en- 

mlcv ytyemrdcu faaxaffi. Hid. lib. 5. cap. 8. p. 22 1« 

ofXit'nt Stfw^rAr. DcMenfuris, Opera, vol. 2. p. ija^ 

•^ deavourcd 
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^ deavoured to prove his opinion*/' In 
ip gfjcat eftimation was Symmachus held^ 
that Auflin fays the Nazarenes were fbme^. 
tjlmes called Sy mmachians -j*. 

I.reierve the account of Hegefippus tn 
the laft, becaufe it has been aflerted that^ 
ihQ^h he was a Jewifh chriftian, he was 
Qot properly an Ebionite, but orthodox, 
with refpe(3: to his belief of the trinity* 
But that he was not only a Jewifh chrii^ 
tiaOf but likewife a proper Ebionite, or % 
bdicver in. the fimple humanity of Chrift» 
may, I think, be inferred from foveral ctr*« 
ciimftancesy beiides his< being 4 Jewiih: 
chriftiani though^ fince Origeai fays that: 
none of them believed the divinity of 
Chrift, we ought to have fome pofitiveeri*^ 
dence. before we adnvit that he was an:ex«i. 
ceptioA. 

♦ Aquilae fcilicet Pontic! profelyti, et Theodotionis Hc- 
bioneiy et Symmachi ejufdem dogmatis, qui in evangelium 
quoque ucSa MoBcuov fcripfic commentarios, de quo et fnuxA 
dogma confirmare conatun Catalogus 3eriptonuDy Ope* 
ra, vol. I. p* 294. 

f Ettamen fi mihi Nazareorum objiceret quifquam 
quo$ alii Symma(hiano9 appf UanU Contra Fauftum Man* 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 2^%. 

That 
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That Hegefippus was ati Ebioilite, may 
be inferred from his giving a lift of all thcf 
herefies of his time, in which he enume-^ 
rates a confiderable number, and all of them 
Gnpftics, without making any mention of 
the Ebionites* 

He being a Jewifh chriftlan himfelf; 
could not but be well acquainted with the 
prevailing opinions of the Jcwifli chriftiatis^ 
the moft confpicuous of which^ it cannot 
be denied, was the dodrine of Chrift's 
being a mere man. Now can it be fup« 
pofed, that if he himfelf had been what is 
now called an orthodojc chriftian, that is^ 
a trinitarian, or even an Arian, he would 
wholly have omitted the mention of th^ 
Ebionites in any lift of heretics of his 
time, had it been ever fo fhort a one; and 
this confifts of no lefs than eleven arti-> 
(les ? Alfo, can it be fuppofed that Eufe- 
bins, who fpeaks of the Ebionites with fb 
much hatred and contempt, would have 
omitted to copy this article, if it had been 
in the lift ? 

Their not being inferted in the lift by* 
fuch a perfon as Eufebius, muft, I thinks 

fatisfy 
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fatisfy any perfon, who has no fyftem to 
fupport, with refpeit to this article. A 
ftrongcr negative argument can hardly be 
imagined. As to Hegefippus himfelf, we 
muft judge of his feelings and condudl as we 
(hould of thofe of any perfon at this day in a 
fituation fimilar to his. Now, did any fub- 
fequent ecclefiaflical hiftorian, or did atly 
modern divine, of the orthodox faith, ever 
omit Arians, or Socinians, or names fynony- 
mdus to them (who always were, and ftill 
are, in the highe/l degree obnoxious to 
them) in a lift of heretics? 

Had the faith of the early chriftians been 
either that Chrift was true and very God, 
or a fuperior angelic fpirit, the maker of thd 
world, and of all things vifible and invifible 
under God; and had Hegefippus himfelf 
retained that faith, while the generality, or 
only any confiderable number of his coun- 
trymen, had departed from it, it could not 
but have have been upon his mind, and have 
excited the fame indignation that the opi- 
nions of the Arians and Socinians excite in 
the minds of thofe who are called orthodox 
at this day. Nay, in his circumftances^ 

2 fuch 
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fuch a defe£tion from that important article 
of faith in his own countrymen, after hav- 
ing been fo recently taught the contrary by 
the apoftles themfelves, whofe writings they 
ilill had with them, muft have excited a 
much greater degree of furprize and indig* 
nation, than a Umilar defection would have 
occafioned in any other people, or in any 
later times. 

It is faid to be as remarkable that Hege<- 
lippus fhould have omitted the Cerinthiana 
as the Ebionites. But I fee nothing *at all 
extraordinary in the omiffion of the Cerin-^ 
thians in this liil of heretics by Hegefippus^ 
as they were only one branch of the Gnof- 
tics, feveral of whom are in his lift; audit 
is not improbable that thefe Cerinthians^ 
having been one of the earlieft branches, 
might have been very inconfiderablc, per- 
haps extinft in his time. I do not know 
that they are mentioned by any ancient 
writer as exifting fo late as the time of He- 
gefippus ; and as they feem to have been 
pretty much confined to fome part of Afia 
Minor, and efpecially Galatia, which was 
very remote from the feat of the Ebionites, 

he 
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he might not have heard much about them. 
Whereas the Ebionites were at that very 
time in their full vigour^ and though their 
opinions (being then almoft univerfal in 
what was called the catholic church) had 
not begun to give offence, they were after- 
wards the objed of the moft violent hatred 
to the other chriftians, and continued to be 
{o as long as they fubfifled. 

That Hegeiippus, though an unitarian 
himfelf, (hould fpeak as he does of the ftate 
of opinions in the feveral churches which 
he vifited, as then retaining fbc true faith ^ 
is, I think, very natural. The only hereiy 
that difturbed the apoflle John, and there* 
fore other Jewifh chriftians in general, was 
that of the Gnoflics ; and all the eleven dif- 
ferent kinds of hereiaes, enumerated by this 
writer, are probably only different branches 
of that one great hercfy. If, therefore, the 
churches which he vifitcd were free from 
Gnofticifm, he would naturally fay that 
they retained the true faith. For as to the 
do(3:rine of the perfonification of the logos, 
held then by Juftin Martyr, and perhaps a 
few others, it was not, in its origin, fo very 
Vol. III. Q^ alarming 
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alarmkig k thing ; and very probably this 
plain man "bad not at all confidered its iit- 
tare and tendency, if he had heard af it. 
The atfthdr of the Clementine Homilies 
though contemporary with HdgefippiaSy t^hA 
tihcjueftionably an anitariun^^'m^kies nonieim 
tion of i't. 

Hegefippu^, as an unitaria^i, believed tb^t 
all the extraordinary power exerted bythaft 
Hvas that of the Father refiding in hwc^ arid 
Speaking and a<fling by him ; and he miglk 
imagine that thefe philofophizing chriftian^, 
men of great name, and a credit to the caufe, 
held in faft the fame thing, when they faid 
that th is /7§"<9J of theirs was not the logos of the 
Gnoftics, but that of John the evangelift, or 
the wifdom and power of God himfelf. 
And though this might appear to him as 
a thing that he could not well under/land, 
he might not think that there was any he- 
refy, or much harm in it. Had he been 
told (but this "he could only have had from 
infpiration) that this fpecious pcrfonification 
of the divine logos would, about two cen- 
turies afterwards, end in the dodlrine of the 
perfect equality of the Son with the Father, 

this 
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this plain good man might have been a little 
ftartled. 

That Eufebiu8,and others, fhould fpeak of 
Hegefippus with refpedl (from which it has 
been argued that he could not poffibly have 
been an Ebionite) appears to me nothing ex- 
traordinary, though it fhould have been 
known to them that he was one, confidering 
that they quote him only as an hiftorian ; 
and fuppofing, what is very probable, that 
he did not treat particularly of dodtrinal- 
matters, but confined himfclf to the a<fls of 
the apoftles, and other hiftorical circum- 
fiances attending the propagation of the 
gofpel ; efpecially as he was the only hifto- 
rian of that age, and had always been held 
in efleem. A man who is once in pofTeffioa 
of the general good opinion, will not be 
cenfured lightly, efpecially by fuch men ais: 
Eufebius. 

Can it be fuppofed alfo that Eufe- 
bius, in exprefsly quoting ancient au« 
thorities againfl thofe who held the opi- 
nion of the fimple humanity of Chrifl, 
would not have cited Hegefippus, as well as 
IrensBus, Juflin Martyr, and others, if he 

0^2 could 
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could have found any thing in him for his 
purpofe ? This may be conGdered a& a 
proof that there was nothing in his work 
unfavourable to the dodtrine of the Ebio- 
nites. A negative argument can hardly be 
ftronger than this. 

Had there been any pretence for quoting 
Ijegefippus as a maihtainer of the divinity 
of Chrift, he would certainly have been 
mentioned in preference to Juflin Martyr, 
or any others in the lift ; not only becaufe 
he was an earlier writer, but chiefly becaufe 
he was one of the Jewifli chriftians, who are 
well known not to have favoured that opinion. 

The manner in which Eufebius fpeaks of 
Hegefippus's quoting the gofpel of the He- 
brews, is fuch as led him to think that he was 
a Hebrew chriftian. ** He quotes fome things 
*' from the gofpel according to the Hebrews 
•' and the Syriac, and efpecially in the He- 
^* brew tongue, fhewing that he was one of 
*' the Hebrew chriftians *." We may, 
therefore, conclude, that he quoted it 
with refpc(5t ; and this was not done ex- 

* Ek TE TV Had ES^aiHi iuayfs>M k^ th XvpoMa^ n^ (3iu( tx in; 
nnau Hid. lib. 4. cap. 24. p. 184. 
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ocpt by thofe who were Ebionitcs, or who 
f<ivoured their opinions. As Hegefippus 
wrote in Greek, he mufl: have been ac- 
quainted with the Greek gofpels, and 
therefore mufl have quoted that of the He- 
brews from choice^ and not from necef- 
fity. 

Laftly, the manner in which Hegefippus 
fpeaks of James the Juft, is much more that 
of an unitarian, than of a trinitarian.-— 
•' James the Juft,'* fays Eufebius, ** is re- 

** preiented by Hegefippus as faying. Why 
** do you afk me concerning Jefus the fon 
" of man * ?'* This looks as if both James 
and the hiftorian were unitarians; the 
phrafey&« of man^ being probably fynony- 
mous to a prophet^ or a perfon having a di-» 
vine commiflion, and certainly not imply- 
ing any nature properly divine. 

Valefius, the learned commentator on 
Eufebijus, has intimated a fufpicion, that 
the works of Hegefippus, as well as thofe of 
Papias and the Hypotypofes of Clemens 
Ale^andrinus, were neglected and loft, on 

* T< /tt i^nfMt vsfi Inn ry wit tv oydfwTtf. Hift. lib. 2» 
cap. ^13. p. 79. 
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account of the errors they were fuppofcd to 
contain *• This I cannot help thinking 
highly probable, and thofs errors could 
hardly be any other than the unitarian doc* 
trine, and the things connedled with it. 
Indeed, there were no errors of any confe- 
quence afcribed to that early age befides 
thofe of the Gnoftics^ and of the unitarians. 
The fornaer certainly were not thofe that 
Valelius could allude to with refpeA to He« 
gefippus^ becaufe this writer mentions the 
Gnoftics very particularly as heretics. 
Though Clemens Alexandrinus was not an 
unitarian, yet he never calls unitarians here-; 
tics ; and fince, in his accounts of heretics in 
general^ which are pretty frequent in his 
works, he evidently means the Gnoftics only^ 
and therefore virtually excludes unitarians 
from that defcription of men i it is by no 
means improbable but that, in thofe writ- 

* Porro ii CIcmentis libri continebant brevem et com- 
peadiariam utriqufqup ttftamcnti cxpofitionem, ut tcflatur 
f hotius ia bibliotheca. Ob crrores autem quibus fcate- 
bant, negligentius habiti, tandem perierunt. Nee alia, mco 
quidem judicio, caufa eft, cur Papix ct Hegcfippi, aliorum- 
que veterum libri intcrciuerint. lu £ufeb« Hift. lib* 5. 
cap. II. 
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iftgs of his which arc loft, he might have 
faid things directly in favour of unitariaus. 
, Inthis paflagc Valcfius alfo mentions the 
writings of Fapias, as having, in his opi- 
Bion, been loft for the fame reafon. Now 
Papias has certainly been fuppofed to be an 
Ebionitc. Mr. Whifton has made this very 
probable from a variety of circumftanccs. 
Sec hh Account of the ceajing of Miracles^ p. 1 8. 
In the fame tradt he gives his reafons for 
fuppofing Hegefippus to have been an 
Ebionite, and he exprefles his u'onder^ 
** that he (hould have had the good fortune 
*• to be fo long efteemed by the learned for 
"a catholic," p. 21, &c. In this Mr. 
Whifton may be fuppofed to have been fuf- 
ficiently impartial, as he was an Arian, and 
expreftes great diflike of the Ebionitcs \ as, 
indeed, Arians always have done. 

It is to be lamented that we know fo 
very little of the hiftory of the Jewifli 
chriftians. We are informed, that they re- 
tired to Pella, a country to the eaft of the 
fea of Galilee, on the approach of the Jewifli 
war, that many of them returned to Jerul'a- 
Icm when that war was over, and that they 

Q 4 cou- 
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continued there till the city was taken by 
Adrian. But what became of thofe who 
were driven out of the city by Adrian^ 
does not appear. It is mod probable that 
they joined their brethren at Pella, or Be* 
rsa in Syria^ from whence they had como 
to refide at Jerufalem ; and indeed what 
became of the whole body of the ancient 
chriftian Jews (none of whom can be proved 
to have been trinitarians) I cannot tell. Their 
numbers^ we may fuppofe, were gradually 
reduced, till at length they became extinft, 
I hope, however, we (hall hear no more of 
them as an evidence of the antiquity of the 
trinitarian dodrine. 

A few of the Nazarenes remained, as 
Epiphanius (ays, in the Upper Thebais and 
Arabia. He alfo fpeaks of the Ebionites 
as exifting in his own time, and joined by 
the 0(rens *. Auftin fays that they were 
in fmall numbers even in his time +. 

vwip TDv oMi) Grfiatic^ x) t'^putva mg ApaSia^n Hscr. 20* 
Opera, vol. i. p. 46. 

+ Ji funt quos Fauftus Symmachianorum vcl Nazareno- 
mm, nomine commemoravit, qui ufque ad noftra tempora 
jam quidcm in exigua, fed adhuc tamen vcl in ipfa, pau- 
citatc pcrdurant, Contra Fauflum Man, Opera, vol. <5f 
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CHAPTER XIII. 

Unitarlanl/m was the Dodirine of the primi^ 

tive Gentile Churches. 

TTAVING proved, as I think I may prc- 
fumc that I have done, to the fatisfac- 
tion of every impartial reader, that the great 
body of Jewifti chriAians always were, ' and 
to the laft continued to be, unitarians ; be« 
lieving nothing concerning the pre-exift- 
cnce or divinity of Chrift, it may with 
certainty be concluded, that the Gentile 
converts were alfo univerfally unitarians in 
the age of the apoftles, and that, of courfe, 
the great majority of the common people 
muft have continued to be fo for a very 
confiderable time. There is no maxim, 
the truth of which is more fully verified by 
obfervation and experience, than that great 
bodies of men do not foon, or Without 
great caufes, change their opinions. And 
the common people among chriftians, hav- 
ing no rccolledtion of the apoftles having 

Z taught 
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taught the pre-exiftence or divinity of 
Chrift, would not foon receive fuch ftrange 
dodtrines from any other quarter. 

In what manner the fpeculative and phi- 
lofophizing chrift ian& came to receive thefe 
dodtrines, and what plaufible arguments they 
ufed to recommend them, I have fully ex- 
j>laijied. But fuch caufes would affed the 
learned long before they reached the un- 
learned; though, in time, the opinions of 
thofe who are refpedted for their know- 
ledge, never fail to difFufe themfelves among 
.the common people, as we fee to be the 
cafe in, matters of philofophy, and fpecula- ' 
tion in general. 

Adlual phenomena, I jQiall undertake to 
fliew, correfpond to this hypothefis, viz, 
that the Gentile chriftians were at firft uni- 
verfally unitarians ^ that for a long time a 
majority of the common people continued 
to be fo, being till after the council of Nice, 
pretty generally in communion with the tri- 
nitarians, without abandoning their own 
opinion. It will alfo appear, from the moft 
indifputable evidence, that the Arian hy- 
pothefis, which makes Chrift to h^ve been 

9 great 
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a great prc-cxiftcnt fpirit, the maker of 
the world, and the giver of the law of 
Mofes, was equally unknown to the learned 
and to the unlearned, till the age of Arius 
himfelf. As to the opinion of Chrift hav* 
ing been a pre-exiftent fpirit, but either 
not the maker of world, or not the giver of 
the law, it is quite modern, being entirely 
unknown to any thing that can be qdled 
antiquity. 



SECTION I. 

Prefumptive Evidence that the Majority of 
the Gentile Cbrijlians in the early Ages were 
Unitarians. 

"D OTH the ftrongeft prefumptions^ and the 
moft dire(5t pofitive evidence^ (how that 
the common people among the Gentile chris- 
tians, were unitarians, at lead between two 
and three hundred yeara after the promul- 
gation of chriftianity. 

1. That unitarians mud have been in 
communion with what was in early times 

called 
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called the catholic churchy is evident from 
there being no creeds or formulary of faith, 
that could exclude them. And we have 
fcen that a creed was formed for the exprefs 
purpofe of excluding the Gnoftics, who, 
of courfe, could not, and we find did not, 
join the public afTemblies of chriftians, but 
formed aflemblies among themfelves, en« 
tirely diflincft from thofe of the catholics. 

There was no creed ufed in the chrif. 
tian church, beiides that which was com- 
monly called the apojiles^ before the council 
of Nice, and even after that there was no 
other generally ufed at baptifm. Thit 
creed, as has been feen, contains no article 
that could exclude unitarians ; and there 
was nothing in the public fervices that was 
calculated to exclude them. The bifliops 
and the principal clergy, zealous for the 
doctrine of the trinity, might, of their own 
accord 'harangue their audiences on the 
fubjedt, or they might pray as trinitarians i 
but if the unitarians could bear with it, 
they might ftill continue in communion 
with them, there being no law, or rule, 
to exclude them. 

Accords 
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Accordingly, we find that all the unita- 
rians continued in communion with the 
catholic church till the time of Theodotus, 
about the year 200, when it is pofUble that, 
upon his excommunication, fome of his 
more zealous followers might form them- 
felves into feparate focieties. Rut we have 
no certain account of any feparate focieties 
of unitarians till the excommunication of 
Paulus Samofateniis, about the year 250, 
when, after him, they were called Pau-^ 
iiansj or Paulianijis. Others alfo, about 
the fame time, or rather after that time, 
formed feparate focieties in Africa, on the 
excommunication of Sabellius, being, after 
him, called Sabellians. 

2. The very circumftance of the unita- 
rian Gentiles having no feparate name^ is, of 
itfelf, a proof that they had no feparate 
aflemblies, and were not diftinguilhed from 
the common mafs of chriftians. Had the 
unitarians been confidered as heretics, and 
of courfe formed feparate focieties^ they 
would as certainly have been diftinguifhed 
by fome particular name, as the Gnoftics 
were, who were in that fituation. But the 

Gentile 
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Gentile unitarians had no nanie given them 
till the time of Epiphanius^^ who inefiec- 
tually endeavoured to impofc upon them that 
oiAlogi^ As to the terms Paulians, SabeU 
lians, Noetians, or Artemonites, they were 
only names given them in particular places 
from local circyimftances. 

When bodies of men are formed, diftin- 
guiihed from others by their opinions, 
manners, or cufloms, they neceflarily be* 
come the fubjeds of converfation and writ* 
ing ; and it being extremely inconvenient 
to make frequent ufe of periphrafes, or de* 
fcriptions, particular names wiJl be given 
to them. This is fo well known, that there 
can hardly be a more certain proof of men 
not having been formed into feparatc bo- 
dies, whether they were confidered in a 
favourable, or an unfavourable light, than 
their never having had any feparate name 
given them ; and this was indifputably the 
cafe with the Qentile unitarians for the 
ipace of more than two hundred years after 

puav* ann yof rns )e</fo»7a^ x^o/^nmlai, Haer. 51. Opera, 
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the prormilgation of chridianity. The 
^wi(h ui^itarians ufing a different language, 
and -living in a part of the world rematp 
irom other ckriiihiatis, had little comtnuDi- 
cation with the Gentiies, and therefore, of 
i^ourfe, had aiTcmblies feparate from theirs ^ 
hut for that reafon they had a particular 
name, being called Ebionites. 

The name by which the Gentile unita^ 
rians were fometimes diftingui(hed before 
the feparation of any of them from the 
catholic church, was that of Monarchiftsp 
which was probably afTumed by themfelves^ 
from their aflerting the monarchy of the 
Father, in oppofition to the novel doftrinc 
of the divinity of the Son. Had it been a 
name given them by their enemies, it would 
probably have been of a different kind, and 
have implied fome reproach. 

As to the term Alogi^ given to the unita- 
rians by Epiphanius, it may be fafely con- 
cluded, that it was impofed on a falfe pre- 
tence, viz. their denying the authenticity of 
the writings of the apoflle John, and their 
afcribing them to Cerinthus, for which 
there is no evidence befides his own i and 

he 
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he does not pretend to have had it from 
the unitarians themfelves. It is fufficiently 
evident that there could not have been any 
chriflians who rejedled all the writings of 
John before the time of Eufebius, who 
confiders very particularly the objections 
that had been made to the genuinenefs of 
all the books of the New Teftament. And 
that the fame people (hould reje^ thefc 
books after the time of Eufebius, and not 
before, is highly improbable. Epiphanius 
himfelf afcribes this rejedtion to the Alogi 
in general, and not to thofe of his time 
only 5 and he fuppofes the herefy of Alogi 
to have been an old one, of which that of 
Theodotus was a branch*." 

The proof that Origen, Chryfoftom, and 
the Fathers in general, give of their not 
being heretics, is that they had no particu- 
lar name, befides that of chriftians. All 
therefore, that Chryfoftom and others could 
alledge, as a proof that themfelves and their 
friends were of the orthodox faith, and no 
heretics, might have been alledged by the 

tifvyAsyii; A^oTir cufiffi»$» Hser. 54. Opera, vol. it p. 462. 
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whole body of unitarians before the time of 
Theodotus. 

3. This argument will have double force, 
if wc coofidcr how exceedingly obnoxious 
the Sentiments of the unitarians muft have 
appeared^ if they had been different from 
thoie of the generality of chriftians at that 
time. In what light they would have been 
regarded then, may be eafily judged of by 
the treatment which they receive at pre-» 
fent, wherever the trinitarian do<arine is 
eftabliflied, and tl^at of the unitarians is 
profefled by the fmaller number. In thefc 
circumftances, it is a fa6t which no perfon 
can deny, that unitarians have, in all coun« 
tries, been regarded with the greatefl: pofli- 
ble abhorrence, and treated as impious blaf- 
phemers. It is confidered as a great flretch 
of moderation to tolerate them at all. 
There arc many inftances in which even 
Arians would not allow that the unitarians 
were chriftians. This now would certainly 
have been the cafe in the primitive times, 
if the unitarians had been in the fame fitua- 
tion, that is, if they had been the minority, 
and trinitarians, or even Arians, the majo* 

Vol. III. R ' ritv- 



a4i ^he Gentile Chnjiians Book III^ 

rity. For, human nature being the fame, 
the influence of the fame circumftances will 
likewife be thcr fame, as univprfal experi- 
ence fhews. For no fooner were the tri- 
nitarians the majority, and had the favour 
oi government, than they took the fevereft 
meafures again ft thofe who openly avowed 
themfelves to be unitarians. The fame 
alio was their treatment from the Arians, 
when they were in power, as the hiftory of 
Photinus teftifies, 

It is well known with what feverity Cal- 
vin proceeded againft Servetus, when the 
dodtrine which he defended was far from 
being novel, and Calvin himfelf was expofed 
to perfecution. Even in thefe circumftances 
he thought that to write againft the doc- 
trine of the trinity was a crime for which 
burning alive was no more than an adequate 
punifhment ; and almoft all the chriftian 
world, not excepting even the meek Me- 
landlon, juftified his proceedings. Now, 
fince the minds of men are in all ages 
fimilarly affedted in fimilar circumftances, 
we may conclude, that the unitarian doc- 
trine^ which was treated with fo much 

refpeft 
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refpcft when it was firft mention'ed, was in 
a very different predicament then, from what 
it was at the time of the reforxnation. The 
difference of majority and minority^ and no-, 
thing clfe, can account for this difference of 
treatment. 

4* Another^ and no incontiderable argu* 
ment in favour of the antiquity of the pro-* 
per unitarian dodtrine among chriilians, may 
be drawn from the rank and condition of 

» 

thofe who held it in the time of Tertullian. 
He calls them Jimplices et idiota^ that is, 
common or unlearned people ; and fuch per-* 
ions are certainly mofl likely to retain old 
opinions, and are always far lefs apt to 
innovate than the learned, becaufe they are 
far lefs apt to fpeculate. Whenever we 
endeavour to trace the oldefl opinions in 
any country, we always enquire among the 
idiota^ the common people 1 and if they 
believe one thing, and the learned another, 
we may conclude with certainty, that 
which ever of them be true^ or the more 
probable, thofe of the common people were 
the more ancient^ and thofe of the learned 
and fpeculative the more novel of the two« 

Kz la 
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» 

In mod cafes the more novel opinions 
are moft likely to be true, confidering the 
gradual fpread of knowledge, and the general 
prevj^lence of prejudice and error; but in 
fome cafes the probability is on the fide 
of the more ancient opinions ; and it is 
evidently fo in this. The true dodlrine 
concerning the perfon of ChriA muA be 
allowed to have been held by the apoftles. 
They, no doubt, knew whether their maftcr 
was only a man like themfelves, or thejr 
maker. Their immediate difciples would 
receive and maintain the fame do6^rine that 
they held, and it muft have been fome time 
before any other could have been ihtro-r 
duced, and have fpread to any extent, and 
cfpecially before it could have become the 
prevailing opinion. We naturally, there- 
fore, look for the genuine doctrine of chrif* 
tianity, concerning the perfon of Chrift| 
among thofe who, from their condition and 
circumftances, were moft likely to main* 
tain the old opinion, rather than among 
thofe who were moft apt to receive a new 
one. Surely, then, we have a better chance 
of finding the truth on tEts fubjc<^ among 

thefe 
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thcfe idiota^ the common and unlearned 
people, than with fuch men as Juftin Mar- 
tyr, who had been a heathen philofopher, 
Irenasus, or any other of the learned and 
fpeculative chriilians of the fame age. 

On the contrary, fappofing the chriftian 
religion to have been gradually corrupted, 
and that, in a. long courfe of time, the cor- 
rupt doi^rine fhould become the mod pre- 
valent among the common people; the re- 
formation of it, by the recovery of the 
genuine dodlrine, is naturally to be looked 
for among the learned and the inquifitive, 
who, in all cafes, will be the innovators. 
This is remarkably the cafe in the prefent 
ftatc of things. The common people in 
the Roman catholic countries are bigots to 
the old eftablifhed faith, while the learned 
are moderate, and almofl: proteflants. In 
proteftant countries the comnion people 
ftill adhere moft ftrongly to the dodlrlne of 
their anceftors, or thofe which prevailed 
about the time of the reformation, while 
the learned are every where receding farther 
from them; they being more inquifitive, 
and more enlightened than the unenquiring 

R 3 vulgar 
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Vulgar. But ftill, if any man flioul J pro- 
pofe fimply to enquire what were the opi- 
nions moft generally received in this coun- 
try a century ago (which was about the 
fpace that intervened between Vidlor and 
the time of the apoftles) we fliould think 
him very abfurd, if he (hould look for 
them among the learned, rather than among 
the common people. We have experience 
enough of the difficulty with which the 
bulk of the common people are brought 
to relinquifli the faith of their anceftors. 

Diflenters in England are well fituated 
for judging of the truth of the general 
maxim, that large bodies of men do not 
foon change their opinions. Notwith- 
ftanding the diflenters have no legal bonds, 
but are perfeftly free to adopt whatever 
opinions they pleafe ; yet, as they were 
univerfall/ Calvinifts at the time of the 
reformation, they are very generally fo ftill. 
The minifters, aS might be expedled, arc 
the moft enlightened, and have introduced 
fome reformation among the common peo- 
ple; but a majority of the minifters are, 
I believe, ftill Calvinifts. 

No 
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No pcrfon at all acquainted with hiftory 
Can entertain a doubt with fefpedl to the 
general maxim, that great bodies of men 
do not foon change their opinions; It ap-> 
peared when our Saviour and the^ apolUes 
preached the gofpel with all the advantage 
of miracles i and it appeared in the chrif-^ 
tianizing of the Gentile world. How long 
did the ignorant country people^ in parti -« 
cular, continue pagans^ a word borrowed 
from their being chiefly the inhabitants o( 
villages ? Does not the hiftory both of 
the corruption, and of the reformation of 
cbriftianity prove the fame thing ? How 
many yet believe the dodkrine of tranfub-* 
ftantiation ? and what I think as much a 
pafe in point, how many yet believe the 
dodrine of the trinity ? 

Is it then at all probable, that when the 
dodrine of the iimple humanity of Chrifl: 
is acknowledged to have been held by the 
idiota, or common people^ and who are ex- 
preffly faid to have been the greater part of 
the believers (major credentium pars) this 
ihould not have been the general opinion 
a century before that time; but, on the 

R 4 contrary, 
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contrary, that of the deity of Chrift, which 
was held by Tertullian, and other learned 
chriftians, and who fpeak of the common 
people as being (hocked (expavefcunt ) at 
their doftrine? Sufficient caufe may be 
afligned why the learned in that age (hould 
be inclined to adopt any opinion which 
would advance the perfonal dignity of their 
maftcr ^ and the ,fame caufcs would pro- 
duce the fame efFedt among the common 
people, but it would be more (lowly, and 
acquire more time, as appears to have 
been the fa^ft. 

It may be faid, that the teftimony of Ter-p 
tullian is cxprcfsly contradiftcd by Juftin 
Martyr, who (in giving an account of the 
circumftances in which the Platonic philo- 
fophy agreed, as he thought, with the doc- 
trine of Mofes, but with refpedt to which 
he fuppofed that Plato had borrowed from 
Mofes) mentions the following particulars, 
viz. the power which was after the firft 
God, or the logos, " afluming the figure of 
" a crofs in the univerfe, borrowed from the 
*• fixing up of a fcrpent (which reprefentcd 
** Chrift) m the form of a crofs in the wil- 

*• dernefs; 
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** dcrnefs ; and a third principle, borrowed 
** from the fpirit, which Mofes faid moved 
•* on the face of the water at the creation ; 
" and alfo the notion of fome fire, or con- 
•* flagration, borrowed from fome figurative 
" expreffions in Mofes, relating to the anger 
** of God waxing hot. Thefe things, he 
" fays, we do not borrow from others, but 
•* all others from us. With us you may 
** hear and learn thefe things from thofe 
** who do not know the form of the letters, 
** and who are rude and barbarous of fpeech, 
** but wife and underftanding in mind, and 
** from fome who are even lame and blind, 
** fo that you may be convinced that thefe 
** things are not faid by human wifdom, 
" but by the power of God *." 

fiat all that we can infer from this paflage 
is, that thefe common people had learned 
from Mofes that the wt)rld was made by 

* Ov ra aula nv nfxstg a^^oi^ ioiaiofiev, oX^ o vccvle^ ra nfjidtpx 
fUf/tsfAtvoi Xry8<n . 'aap r.fAiv isy in raJia omh^m mm fioQeiv va^a n/v 

TO pkyfuij ffvpw Se x^ virowToy ray or^ow, x^ tmoav lo. x>}f^ T.Mkn« ret; 

Sw^cyfj-dju. Apol p. 88. 

the 
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the power and wifdotn (or the logos) o( 
God ; that the fcrpent in the wildernefs 
rcprefented Chrifl: ; and that there was 
a fpirit of God that moved on the 
face of the waters : in fliort, that thefc 
plain people had been at the fource from 
which Plato had borrowed his philofophy. 
It is by no means an explicit declaration 
' that thefe common people thought that the 
logos and the fpirit were perfons diilincS: 
from God. Juftin was not writing with a 
view to that queftion, as Tertullian was^ 
but only meant to fay how much more 
knowledge was to be found among the 
loweft of the chriftians, than among the 
wifeft of the heathen philofophers* 

Befides, Juftin is here boajiing of the 
knowledge of thefe lower people, and it fa- 
voured his purpofe to make it as conlidcrablc 
as he could ; whereas Tertullian is complain^ 
ing of the circumftance which he mentions; 
fo that nothing but the convidion of a dif- 
agreeable truth could have extorted it from 
him. The fame was the cafe with refpeS 
to Athanafius. 

' That 
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That the common people in Juftin's time 
fhould under/land his dodlrine concerning 
the perfonification of the logos, is in itfclf 
highly improbable. That this logos, which 
was originally in God the fame thing that 
feafon isin man^ (hould^ at the creation of 
the world, aflumc a proper perfonality, and 
afterwards animate the body of Jefus Chrift^ 
either in addition to a human foul, or in*- 
ftcad of it, is not only very abfurd, but alfo 
fo Very abjirvfe^ that it is in the higheft de- 
gree improbable, a priori^ that the common 
people fhould have adopted it. The fcrip- 
tares, in which they were chiefly conver- 
fant, could never teach them any fuch thing, 
and they could not have been capable of en- 
tering into the philofophical refinements of 
Juftin on the fubjeft. Whereas, that the 
common people fhould have believed as 
Tertullian and Athanafius reprefent them to 
have done, viz. that there is but one God, 
and that Chriil was a man, the mefTenger or 
prophet of God, and no fecond God at all 
(the rival as it were of the firft God) is a 
thing highly credible in itfelf, and therefore 

requires lefs external evidence. 

5* Another 
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5. Another ground of prefurpption, that 
the unitarians were not confidered as here- 
tics, or indeed in any obnoxious light, and 
confequently of their being in very great 
numbers in early times, is, that no treatifes 
were written againft them. As foon as ever 
Gnoftics made their appearance, they were 
cenfured with the greateft feverity, and cx- 
prefs treatifes were written againft them. 
Whereas the unitarians were firft mentioned 
without any cenfure at all, afterwards with 
very little ; and no treatife was written ex- 
prefsly againft them before Tertullian's 
againft Praxeas, with whom he was, on 
other accounts, much offended. About the 
fame. time, it is fuppofed, that Caius wrote 
the treatife called The Little Labyrinth^ 
quoted by Eufebius. Before this time there 
were fome voluminous writers among chrif- 
tians, and feveral treatifes were written ex- 
prefsly againft herefy, but all the herefies 
then noticed were thofe of the Gnoftics. 
IrcnsBus's treatife againft herefy {hews, th^ 
the Gnoftics only were confidered as com- 
ing under thatdefcription. The Ebionites 
indeed are cenfured in it, but no mention is 

3 made 
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made of the Gentile unitarians, though 
they were the majority of the common 
people among chridians a long time after 
this. 

His cenfures of Gentile unitarians is, at 
leaft indired, as they held the fame dodtrine 
concerning Chrifl that the Ebionites did; 
and it muft always be confidered, that Ire« 
nsus lived in Gaul, where there were no 
Ebionites, and perhaps not many unitarians, 
as they abounded mod in thofe countries in 
which chriftianity was firft planted. 

Theophilus of Antioch, about the year 
J 70, wrote againft herefies, but only his 
book againH: Marcion is mentioned by Eu« 
iebius. Hift, lib. 4. cap, 24* p. 187. He 
alfo mentions many of the works of Melito, 
biibop of Sardis, but none of them were 
againft the unitarians. Lib. 4. cap. 26. 
p. 1&8. Rhodon, he alfo fays, wrote againft 
the Marcionites. Lib. 5, cap. 13. p. 225. 
We have alfo the firft book of a large work 
of Origen's againft herefy; and it is very 
evident, as I have obferved, from his intro- 
dudion, that he had no view to any befides 
^e Gnoftics. Can it be doubted then, but 

that 
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that there would have been treatifes written 
expr^fsly again ft the unitarians long before 
the time of Tertullian, if they had been 
confidered in any obnoxious light, or had 
not been a very great majority of the chrif- 
tian world* 

6. That the unitarian doftrine was very 
prevalent, even among learned chriftiahs, in 
the age which followed that of the apoftles, 
and was then fuppofcd to be that which was 
taught by them, may, with confiderablc 
probability, be inferred from the Clementine 
Homilies^ and Recognitions, of which fome 
account was given, vol. i. p. 113. What 
is particularly remarkable relating to this 
work (for the two were originally the fame) 
is, that, though it was written by a philo* 
fopher, and upon fubjeds *which related 
to the dodtrine concerning the perfon of 
Chrift, it contains no mention of that doc- 
trine which made fo great a figure afterwards, 
and which in time bore down all before it, 
viz. that of the perfonification of the logos. 
No perfon, I fhould think, could perufe 
that work with care, without concluding, 
that the orthodoxy of the fubfequent pe- 
riod 
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riod had made but little progrefs then. 
The fame queflions are dlfcuiTed, and the 
fiune objedtions are anfwered, but on quite 
different principles, and without taking tho 
lead notice of any different principles. 

If we cannot infer from this circumftance, 
that fuch a fyftem as that of Juftin Martyr, 
or the orthodoxy of the third century, did 
not exift, or was not much prevalent, fo as 
to have attracted much notice, in the fe- 
cond ; it mufl at leaft be allowed, as I ob« 
ferved before, that the writer of this work, 

being indifputably a man of genius and 
learning, would afcribc to Peter and Cle-» 
ment fuch opinions, and fuch a mode of 
anfwering the Gnoftics, as he thought 
would pafs for theirs. And as the work 
was probably a very popular one, from the 
different editions and modifications of it 
(being publifhed afterwards, with Arian, 
and again with trinitarian adulterations) 
and ufed, as Epiphanius fays, by the £bio<o 
nit^s as a facred book, we may likewife in- 
fer, that the theological dodrlnesof it were 
generally thought to be thofe of the apoffo-* 
lie age, tliough with fuch additions as the 

2 philQ<« 
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philofophy of the times could fupply. A 
man muft have had lefs knowledge and Icfs 
judgment than the writer of this work was 
evidently poflefled of, to have put into the 
mouths of Peter and Clement unitariaa 
dodrines, and unitarian modes of anfwcr* 
ing the Gnoftics, if it had not been fup- 
pofed that Peter and Clement, though no 
philofophers, were at lead unitarians. 

To the paflages quoted from this work 
before, I (hall here add another, in which, 
contrary to the orthodox docSrinc of the 
world not having been made by God him- 
fclf, but by the logos, and without noticing 
any fuch dodlrine, he gives a fine enumera- 
tion of the attributes of the one true God, 
and rcprefents him as the demiurgus, the im- 
mediate maker of the world, and all the feve- 
ral parts of it, the heavens and the heavenly 
bodies, the earth and water, mountains and 
feas, fountains and fruits, &c. &c.* 

*l oil (xJlog fiov©' iuv SfCf , )^ Kupi©-^ 9^ 'SaCtYipy arya^o^ itj oixa*®-, 
hi/juHpyo^y fAOK^o^UfM^y £>£nfM)Vy rpc^sv^ EU£^y£%;f p>>av^pcii7$iay vofu- 
livoavy aymav cvfAQn^vdiVy ai6;yi®~, auaviaq xoMjy, offvyMpii®-^ raig 
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Dr. Lardncr obfcrves (Credibility, voL z. 
p. 819.) that the Clementine Homilies and 
Recognitions dfeferve a more particular exa- 
mination than has yet been given to them. 
And indeed^ in the view in ^/hich I have 
tnentioned them, and alfo, in many others, 
they arejuftly intitled to it; as they contain 
a particular account of the opinions of thofe 
times, cfpecially of the manner in which 
chriftianity was treated and defended by 
philofophers. More may be learned con- 
cerning the theology and philofophy of 
thofe times, from this iingle work^ than 
from many others. It is true that the phi- 
lofophical doctrines in it are abfurd enough ; 
but the age afforded no better, and the^f 
are exhibited in a very pleafing drefs. 

mifms mfuffoi^ ofn H^)^^^ ha>affaa» mtptofiaof^ anfmi rt ^ 
mmisala ^cOaffit^ * orb msfuxpf a»(M s» aiX£if» mf>ayii wnvf/tcA 
jSk^ik offfc^ offfafu^aiAefOi. Hoin. 2. fed. 45. p* 6^%, 
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SECTION II. 

DireSl Evidence in Favour of the Gentile 
Cbrijiians ba'oing been generally Unitarians. 

TJUT there is no occafion to argue in this 
manner from circumftances, and the na- 
ture of the thing, fince it appears from the 
evidence of all hiftory, fo as never to have 
been queftioned by any writer of reputation, 
that the unitarians had not any places of 
worfhip feparate from thofe of other chrif- 
tians in early times. It was allowed by 
Moflieim, a zealous trinitarian, who fays, 
(Hift. vol. I. p. 191 ) " However, ready many 
** have been to embrace this erroneous doc- 
'* trine, it does not appear that this fedl 
*' formed to themfelves a feparate place of 
*' worfhip, or removed themfelves from 
" the ordinary affemblies of chriftians." 
But does it not alfo follow from the fame 
fad^, that thefe unitarians were not expelled 
from chriftian focieties by others, as they 
certainly would have been, if they had 

been cpnfidered as heretics ? 

*^In 
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** In former times/' fays Niccphorus, 
^* all who were called chriftians, though 
** they held different opinions, being confi- 
" dered in the fame light by the Gentiles, 
'* and fuffering from them, made little ac- 
*' count of their differences, while they were 
'^jpTpofed to equal hardfhips, on which ac- 
" count they eafily joined in the common 
'^aflemblies; and having frequent inter- 
** courfc, while they were few in number, 
*' did not divide into parties*." In thefc 
circumftances, however, theGnoflics held fe- 
parate aflemblies, and as the violence of per- 
Ix^cution did not make tHe orthodox receive 
tbem into their affemblies, fo neither would 
they have admitted the unitarians, if they 
had been at all obnoxious to them. 

That unitarians were included among 
thofewho, holding different opinions, were 

* Efln fjov yotp t«v avai y(j^m 6<rot K^naa %f ir» io-efjuwovlo £i, *J 
oiapopot Tcug ioiMg n^av^ iaoi 'maylsg 's^ rm ra E>^nvav ^auf/atov" 

taJlisi avnovlss, sm^no'iaCoy * mtevnv re trw OfjuXmf sxcvuu e< Se o>uyoi 
^frof, ofAOi UK u; vio^a iiE^vWav. Hid. lib. 8. cap. 52. vol. 
I. p.66j» 

S 2 confidered 
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confickred by the orthodox ^^ fellow chrif^ 
tiansy is evident from the following paf- 
fage of Origen ; but it will be more 
evident from other paflages which I ftial| 
have occafion to quote from him hereafter. 
it is only to be obferved, that the unita- 
rians are here defcribed as being p^trifiaf^ 

« • 

Jians ; but thefe were only the more philo- 
fophical of the unitarians, as I fhall (how in 
its proper place, •' It is allowed," he fays^ 
•' that as in the great multitude of believers, 
** who admit of difference of opinion, there 
** are fome who fay that the Saviour is God 
** over all ; but we do .not fay fo, who be- 
" lieve him when he faid. My Father is 
*^ greater than /?*" 

Eufebius, defcribing two Ibrts of here- 
tics, one of whom denied the humanity of 
Chrift, and the o.djer his pre-exiftence and 
divinity, fays, that the former were out of 
the church*, but he is fo far from faying the 
fame of the latter, that he particularly com-^ 

iia Tuy 'PpoTrfiEtay aTTolt^ea^cu tov cctihr^a evcu rev ivi vaai ^eov * 
4.0$ fif, fuiian (jut En* Ad Celfum, lib. 8t p* 387. 

plains 
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plains that Marjcellus, one of them, even 
preiided in it, being then biftiop of Ancyra *. 
That i Chryfoftom confidered almoft all 
the chriftians as being unitarians in the age 
of the apoflles has been fhewn already; and 
yet he fays, that in their time there was no 
herelyt-" This, however, could not be 
ftridly true, becaufe there were Gnoftics 
in the time of the apoftles ; but they were 
few compared with their numbers after* 
wards. On thiis accouht, it is faid by fe-* 
veral of the ancients, that herefy began in 
the time of Adrian, when the moft diftin- 
guiftied of the Gnoftics made their appear- 
ance. Cyprian fays, that " the worft of the 

* Taw yap sls^iii^oioJVj oi fASv^ fin mpoiivsu ixyHb nspwtot^x'^^ '^ov 
via9*ni Ses ^aeSlii^ ca^fuTov tva auiov rotg Xoi?roig OfjuHOv^ vTro^tfisvot 
e| caSfCi^Hf wt&io'ia rdifmir^cu auJfov tfcuroa/^ x^ t»1o 3bv7c^, a^avaSov 
j^ cikkEpl D a/ik 71/nnif j^ 3b|ay x^ fiotff\,>siov ouuviov afM^^oyriacev • ot 
3k 769 av^pttTToy ofyn^ofjisvoi^ viov etvai $£»• $£ov 'Bjpoovlcc u^srwravlo • 
cOO< wfm mi BMKXivTta^ a>0^ioi^ fjuxp '^ootiIh ^stT^wj; fKaaoct ' o h 
m; vudovnat^ th Sss to^w/Twj Ka^TrymrafjLsvo^ Xf ovw^i Tnv uTra^iiv avsur 
fHJTH uiH m dsH^ T6) otuk Xolisgyna'ixg ^larnftu. Contra Mar- 
jpellum, vol. I* p* 33- 

■f" Toli TOiTW, rtvtxa vcnfurhv caHoi xala mv oikiSfA^yyfv aiTA^xv, 

cu^z7ii nhiML nv. Ser. 6i« Opera, vol. 5. p. 809. 

S3 '* heref;es 
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" herefies did not rife till after the time of 
•^ the apoftles */' 

That the common people amon^ chrif- 
lians were actually* unitarians in the early 
ages, and believed nothing of the pre^exift- 
ence or divinity of Chrift before the 
council of Nice, we have as exprefs a tefti- 
niony as can be defired in the cafe. Thefe 
fublime doctrines were thought to be above 
their comprehenfion, and to be capable of 
being underftood and received by the learned 
only. This wc fee moft clearly in the ge- 
neral ftrain of Origen's writings, who was 
himfclf a firm believer, and a zealous de- 
fender, of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 
Chrift. 

*• This," fays he, '* we ought to under- 
^* ftand, that, as the law was a fliadow of 
** good things to come, fo is the gofpel 
** as it is underftood by the generality. 
** But that which John calls the everlaft- 
" i^g gofpel, and which may be more 
** properly called the Jpin'tua/, inftrudts the 

* Et hoc, cum nondum haercticie pedes acriores prq- 
rupiffcnt. Epift. i. Opera, p. 21 1. 219. 

I* intelligent 
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** intelligent very clearly concerning the 
•* Son of God. Whef-efore-the gofpel mud 
** be taught both corporeally and fpiritually, 
** and when it is neceflary we muft preach 
*' the corporeal gofpel, faying to the carnal, 
•* that we know nothing but Jefus Chrift 
f* and him crucified. But when perfons 
** are found confirmed in the fpirit, bring- 
ing forth fruit in it, and in love with 
heavenly wifdom, we muft impart to 
** them the logos returning from his bo- 
** dily ftate, in that he 'was in the begin- 
** ning with God*." 

** Some are adorned with the logos itfelf, 
** but others with a logos which is a-kin to 
•* it, and feeming to them to be the true 

nv n^O^m aya^av^ utto tk Kof oC^^fduoof KalayyB>xofjLBVii vofia . 
it^^siumw I mIv ^ wayyt>iov cfuca ftumfiuv xf^^ iiiMntiy ro yp* 
fu^ofuvov uTTQ zsaHitn rav evJuyxavovluv vosia^ai . Oh ^civ laavtntg ft/oT* 
yi^oy Oionov^ ouutui av XBx^o-OfUWV wtVfidlMOv^ a-a^ag vofifna't 
fOis vtwi la isaiia ^iCivm mtft viu t8 S». — Alotts^ oafoyMCUotf 
mnufuOiutii 9^ ffa>fic3iMag x^iruxnistv * '^ vkh {jlsv x^n to a'a>fAa3ot09 
unpuco'Hv tuaryytUov^ facrxovla ^ri^sv sihvcu roig (Topuxoi^ d Irww 
Xf (rw K; T2t7oy eravfcofjLSvov^ ntlov voi^m . tTrav it evft^ao'i Mcikfiff* 
pxyoi r» w/tvyuSij x) Mo^o^opHvkg tv aula^ t^avlt^ tzc Hpavu aofiof^ 
(uiotioltQv aJIcig t8 T^oyHy £7ravtX^ov®- airo ra trtJo^iw^^ou^ ^ onf , 
n 9f}0fi vfoj riv 9fw. Commentt in Joban. vol. 2. p. 9. 

S4 *MogOS; 



€€ 



264. The Gentile Cbrtfiians • BooKr ly t 

** logos ; who know nothing, but Jefus GbrHb 
** and him crucified^ who look at the word* 
** made flefli */' 
" There are/' fay« he, *' who, partake^ of 
logos which was from the beginning, ,th^> 
logos that was with God, and the logps^ 
<' that was God, as Hofea, Ifaiah, and Jere^. 
'* miah, and any others that fpeak of hin>. 
^^ as the logos of God, and the logos. that« 
" was with him; but there are others w^o 
** know nothing but Jefus Chrift and bim» 
^\ crucified, the logos that was made fle/h, 
•* thinking they have every thing of the 
" logos when they acknowledge Chrift ac- 
^^ cording to the flefh. Such is the multi^r 
" tude of thofe who afe called chriftians ^fJ' 

* 0< luy yap ccA» t» Xoyv HeMQcrfJsnSoUm Ot ie rsafcotsifAEw rm 

Xfifo^t ^ T2tby BTouf^oiiASfW^ 01 Tov Xoyo v^apia opml$i, Conv 
ment. vol. 2. p. 49. 
-f- Oul» Totn/v 01 fASv nvsi lujkx^trn cuHh t» ev apxn ^oys^ tj vpx Toy 

Tflttflov uojiov 'SFo^Bmo'iv ois rov hoyov KupiSy n rw honfw ywea^cu v(og 
atHof . ilsfw Jk ot fMnhv Biiokg ei/uh Incmv xi^rw ^ tSw crat^/uivy, 
Tfv ytvotam aofua >ayav^ to 'Bov vopuCovle^ avoi th hoyn yj^TWKoSa 
captafMmym>7Hiiffi • t^Io h en to vxn^^ rm 'smirumtfM wm^ 
iofAGwv, Comment, in Johan. vol. a. p> 49- 

3 A^iq, 
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Again, he fays, ** the multitudes-' {u c. 
thci great mal^ or body) ** of believers are 
•^ inftraded in the fliadow of the logos, 
^^ and not in thatrue logos of God, which 
•^ is. in the open heaven*/' 

But nothing can be more decifive than 
die evidence of Tertullian to this purpofe, 
who, in the following paffage, which is 
too plain I and circumftantial to be mifun* 
derftood by any perfon, pofitively affcrts, 
though with much pceviflinefs, that the 
unitarians^ who held the dodlrine of the 
divinity of Chrift in abhorrence, were the 
greater part of chriftians in his time. 

•* The limple, the ignorant, , and un* 
'• learned, who are always the greater part 
♦* of the body of chriftians, fince the rule 
•* of faith/' meaning, probably, theapoftlcs 
creed, ** transfers the worfhip of many 
♦♦ gods to the one true God, not under- 
*^ ftanding that the unity of God is to 
" be maintained but with the ceconomy ; 
♦* dread this ceconomy ; imagining that 

* Ta 3f vx^Sn row mvJciTVjusvai vofutofjLsvw rn ^xia th >iyi^ 
IpiSoU' G>mmenc. in Johan. voL 2* p. $7^ 

^' this 
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** this number and difpofition of a trinity is 
*^ a divifion of the unity. They, therc- 
'* fore, will have it that we are worftiippers 
*' of two, and even of three Gods, but that* 
** they are the worfhippers of one God 
*' only^ We, they fay, hold the monarchy. 
** Even the Latins have learned to bawl 
^' out for the monarchy, and the Greeks 
" themfelves will not underftand the ceco- 
^* nomy*.'* 

It is hardly pojQible in any words to de- 
fcribe the ftate of things more clearly than 

♦ Simplices enim quippe, ne d'lxerim imprudcntes et 
idiotae, quae major femper credcntium pars eft, quoniara 
et ipfa tegula fidei a pluribus diis feculi, ad unicum et 
deum verum transfert ; non intelUgentes unicum quidcm, 
fed cum fua oeconomia ciTe credendum expavefcunt ad 
crconomiam. Numerum et difpofitionem trinitatis, divi- 
fionem praefumunt unitatis; quando unitas ex femetipfa 
dcrivans trinitatem, non deftruatur ab ilia, fed adminiftre- 
tur. Itaqup duos et tres' jam jaftitant a nobis praedicari, 

fc vero unius dei cultores praefumunt. Quafi non et 

unitas inrationaliter coUedta, Iiaerefjni faciat, trinitas ratio- 
naliter expenfa, veritatem conftituat. Monarchiam, in- 
quiunt, tenemus. Et ita fonum vocaliter exprimunt etiam 
Latini, etiam opici, ut putes illos tarn bene intelligere mo- 
narchiam, quam cnunciant. Sed nK)narchiam fonare flu- 
dent Latini, oeconomiam intelligere nolunt etiam Gra^gi. 
Ad Praxeam, fe£l. 3- p. 50 St. 

Tertullian 
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Tertullian here does. It is the language of 
ftrong feeling and complaint, the cleareft of 
all proofs that he did not mif-ftate things on 
that fide, as it would have been for the pur- 
pofe of his argument to have reprefented the 
unitarians as being inconfiderablc on account 
of their numbers, as well as defpicable on 
account of their want of learning. 

Whoever Tertullian meant by the^/y^- 
plices and idiot a, for any thing that appears, - 
he meant the whole body of them. His 
language is general and unlimited. How- 
ever, I am far from being willing to con- 
ftriie him rigoroufly, and am ready to allow 
that fome of the limple and unlearned per- 
fohs he defcribes might profefs to believe 
the dodrine of the trinity, though he fajfe 
nothing of it. But, making all reafonable 
dedudtlons on this account, he aiTerts a pal- 
pable falfchood, and againft himfelf, if a 
very great majority of them were not uni- 
tarians. 

On the whole, it is impoflible not to 
infer from this paflage, that, in the time of 
Tertullian, the great l^ody of unlearned 
chriftians were unitarians. Common fenfe 

' cannot 
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cannot put any other conftrudlion on this 
paflage, and Tertullian is far from being 
Angular in this acknowledgment. It is 
made, in different modes, by' feveral of the 
Fathers, even later than the age of Ter- 
tullian. 

That Tertullian confidered the niore 
fimple and unlearned people as thofe arfibng 
whom the unitarian doftrine was the nioft 
popular, is evident from his faying, that 
♦' the tares of Praxeas grew up, while many 
** flept in the fimplicity of do(flrine*/* 

That the word idiota in Latin, or i&itS^ 
in Greek, fignifies a man limply unlearned^ 
and not a fool^ would be an affront to the 
literature of my readers to attempt to prove. 
♦Athanafius alfo, like Tertullian, acknow- 
ledged that the unitarian dodtrine was very 
prevalent among the lower clafs of people 
in his time. He calls them the « 'tscix^^if the 
manj^ and defcribes them as perfons of low 
underflanding. •* It grieves/' he fays, 
** thofe who fland up for the holy faith, 

♦ Fruticaverant avenae Praxeanae hie quoque fupcr* 
feminatae, dormientibus multis in funplicitate do^lrinx. 
Ad Praxeam, lib. i. p. 511. 

'< that 
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^' that the multitude^ and efpecially perfon$ 
•* of low underftanding, (hould be infedcd 
•* with thofe blafphetnies. Things that 
** arc fublime and difficult arc not to be ap^ 
** prchended, except by faith ; and ignorant 
** people muft fall, if they cannot be per- 
^^ fuaded to reft in faith, and avoid curious 
** queftions *." 

This being the language of complaint, as 
wejl as that of Tcrtullian,it may be the more 
4? pcnded on for exhibiting a ft^te of things 
very unfavourable to what wgs called the 
orthodoxy of that age. And it was not the 
do^rine of Arius, but that of Paulus Samo- 
i^teniis, that Athanafius is here complain- 
ing of. 

Thefc bumble chrifiians of Origen, who got 
no fartl^er than the Jhadow of tht logos^ the 
Jimplices^ aokd idiota of Tertullian, and the/^r- 
/off^of low underjlanding of Athan^itt$, were 

• Av7f« 3c :|^ vwv T«^ aylBxpptsy^s Trig ayiag ^irsug^ rmtqi Ton avlav 

^wuj3f» Ta ya^ y^a>a n^ ^u<TKcSa>jf7rlx rwy TJgay/Jolxv virti zn 
vpog Tov dcov >afjJocmlcu. OScv oi vefi t»v yvao'iv a^uvatlttilfg cvxa* 

alftma^. De Incarnatione verbi contra Paulum Sa- 
iDofatenfem, Opera, vol. i. p. 59!. 

prpbabTy 
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probably the fimpUces credentium of Jerom 
who, he fays, •* did not underftand the fcrip 
** tures as became their majefty." For bai 
thefe fimple chriftians (within the pale o 
the church) inferred from what John fay 
of the logos, and from what Chrift fays o 
himfclf, that he was, perfonally confidered 
equal to the Father, Jcrom would hardl; 
have faid, that ** they did not underftam 
*' the fcriptures according to their ""ma 
" jefty," for he himfelf would not pretcn< 
to a perfedt knowledge of the my ftery of th 
** trinity. ** For thefe fimple chriftians,' 
he fays, ** the earth of the people of Go( 
** brought forth hay, as for the heretics i 
** brought forth thorns */' For the intel 
ligent, no doubt, it yielded richer fruits. 

From all thefe paiTages, and others quotei 
before, I cannot help inferring, that th 
dodtrine of Chrift being any thing mor 

♦ Quod dicitur fuper terram populi mei, fpinx k 
fcenum afcendent, refcrre potcft et ad hasreticos, ct a 
funplices quofque credentium, qui non ita fcripturam intc 
ligunt ut illius convenit majcdati. Unde fingula (ingul 
coaptavimus, ut terra populi dci hoereticis fpinas, imperii 
quibufque ecclefias foenum aiFcrat. Jerom in Ifai. xxx 
20. Opera, vol. 4. p. 118. 

I tha: 
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than a man, the whole doftrine of the eter- 

t^allogos^ who was in Gody and who was God, 

Was long confidered as a more abftrufc and 

refined principle, with which there- was no 

occafion to trouble the common people; 

^nd that the do(^rine of the fimple huma« 

nity of Chrifl continued to be held by the 

Common people till after the time of Atha- 

naiius, or after the council of Nice. And if 

this was the cafe then, . we may fafely coh- 

elude, that the unitarians were much more 

numerous in a more early period, as it is 

vrell kiiown that they kept lofing, and hot 

gaining ground^ for feveral centuries^« 



CHAP- 
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CHAPTER XTV. 

An Argument for the Novelty of the DaSrinie 
of the Trinity, from the Manner in which it 
noas taught and received in early Times. 

-'TpHE fubjcfl: of this chapter properljr 
•* belongs to the Twelfth, as it relates to 
a circumftance from which it may be inferred^ 
that the unitarian doctrine was held by the 
the majority of chriflians in the early agc^ $ 
but I referve it for a diftinfl: confideration 
in this place, becaufe it requires a more 
particular difcuflion, and will receive much 
light from what was advanced both in the 
Twelfth and Thirteenth chapters. 

One proof of the antiquity of a dodlrine is 
its being found among the common people, 
in preference to the learned; the former 
being the leaft, and the latter the moft apt 
to innovate; fo that from the do<5trine of 
the fimple humanity of Chrift being held by 
the common people in the time of TcrtuU 

lian. 
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\hn, Origen, and Athanafius, it may be con« 
claded with certainty, that it was the doc« 
trine which they had received from their 
tnceftors, and that it originated with tbo 
apoiUes tbemfelves. 

There is alfo another mark by which wo 
may diftinguifb what opinions are new, and 
what are oIJ, whenever they are apprehends 
cd to be of much confequence i and that is 
by the manner in which they are advanced by 
the patrons of them, and that in which they 
arc received by thofe who difapprove of 
them. The innovator will be timid and 
modefty and the aiTerter of an old opinion 
will be bold and confident. A new opi« 
nion will alarm and terrify; but an old pne 
will be treated with r^fped:. This maxim 
we fee exemplified every day, and iJH no ca(b 
more remarkably than with refped to thefo 
very doiftrines of the pre-exiilence and di^ 
vinity of Chrift. 

If we look back into the ftate of tblogg 
in this country about a century, or half a 
century ago, we {hall find the trinitarians 
(hocked at thc-doarine of the humanity 
of Chrift, and endeavouring to bear it down 

Vdx., IIL T with 
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with the grcateft confidence and violence. 
On the other hand, all the defences of what 
is called the Socinian dodrine, were written 
with the greateft modefty^ and with th^ air 
and manner of an apology. Let us now, by 
this maxim, juc^g^ how things ftood with 

rcfpedt to this very dodrine in the time of 
Juftin Martyr, Origen, and Tertullian. 
* As the doftrine of the humanity of 
Chrift was then chiefly held by the common 
pfeople, who were not writers, and as no 
work of any unitarian, written after the 
controvcrfy was ftarted, has been prefcrved 
to us, we labour under great difadvantages 
in this refpedt. But notwithftanding this, 
circumftances enow may be collcdted from 
the writings of the trinitarians, to enable 
us to judge how both themfclves, and tht 
unitarians, thought and felt with refpeA to 
it; and circumftances furniflied in this in-* 
diredl manner by adverfaries, are often the 
leaft fufpicious intimations of the real Aatc 
of things. 

' On this principle, it will, I think, fuffi- 
ciently appear, that it was with great diffi- 
culty that the generality of chriftians were 

recon* 
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reconciled to the dodtrine of the deity of 
Chrift, and that of the trinity in any form. 
It is evident^ that the lower clafs of chrif* 
tians was much daggered by it, and exceed«- 
ingly offended whep they did hear of it ; 
which could never have been the cafe if it 
had then been fuppofed to have been the 
dod;rine of the apofllesj and to have beea 
delivered by them as the mod eflential ar-* 
tide of chriftian faith, in which light it it 
now reprefented. Such terms as fcandali^ 
zarif expavefcere^ &c. ufed by Tertullian, 
Novatian, &c. and jofaurmvy &c. by Origen, 
can only apply to the cafe of fome novel and, 
aiarmin^ dodtrine, fomething that men had 
not been accuftomed to. We may, there- 
forCf take it for granted, that it had not 
been much heard of among the commqji 
people at leaft ; and if fo, that it had never 
'becB taught by the apoftles* 

Admitting that the apoftles had taught 
any dodirines of a peculiarly fublime nature 
(which the Fathers pretend to have been the 
caie with refpedt to the pre-exiflende and 
divinity of Chrift) yet, as all their teaching 
in publict and there were no fecrets 

T z among 
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amoAg them (Paul, for inftance, having fo« 
lemnly afTured the elders at Ephefus, that 
be bad not Jhunned /^ declare unto tbem the 
ivbde council of God) the common peopli 
muft at leail have heard of thefe fublime 
dodrines^ and have been accuftomed to tbf 
found of the language in vhich they were 
^xpHefTed. And had they known that theft 
dodlriftes had been taught by the apofUes to 
any of their body» though not to themfelveSt 
they would have learned to refpeA what thejr 
did not underfland^ and was not meant for 
their ufc. They could never have been 
oj'ended ^vidi fiaggered zt things which they 
and their fathers before them had always 
been in the hearing of. ' ' 

I (hall not recite in this place all thfepaf- 
fages which (haw how much the common 
people were offended at the dodrines of the 
pre-cxiftence and divinity of Chrift. Many 
of them have already pailcd before the eye 
of the reader, and many others will be pro- 
duced in different connexions. It will be; 
found, that even at and after the council of 
Nice, the unitarians continued to ff^eak** 
their fentioients with the greateft freed6m^ - 

and 
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and always exclaimed againft the prevailing 
do^ines^ as no lefs mew than abfurd. 
Little were thofe writers who have inad* 
▼ert^tly recorded theie circumftances aware 
of the value of the information which they 
were hereby giving to pofterity. Had Ter* 
tallian, Origen, and others^ thought more 
highly than they did of the common people, 
wc fliould probably never have known from 
them what their opinions and feelings were. 
But, happily for us, theie writers thought 
meanly of the common people^ and fpeak- 
ing of them with contempt, or pity, have, 
without defign, given us very ufeful and 
Taluable lights into this very important cir« 
cumAance in the hiftory of their times. 

I (hall now give an account of the man-» 
ner which the do&rines of the pre<rexiftencc 
and divinity- of Chrifl were firft propofed by 
the mod learned and diftinguifhed perfons 
of theii* age ; and we (hall find that it was 
with much diffidence, and the air of an 
apology^ as if they were fenfible that the doc- 
trines were new, and might not eafily re- 
commend themfelves. For this purpofe I 
fiiall, in the firfl place, produce an extra^ 

T 3 from 
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from the writings of Juftin Martyr, whb 
was probably the firft who publicly main* 
tained thefe dodlrines. 

He reprefcnts Trypho as faying, con- 
cerning the doiftrine of the incarnation, 
** it is fo extraordinary, that it can never 
*' be proved. That this Chrift was a God, 
*^ exifting before the ages,, and then bora 
** a man, is not only extraordinary^ but ri*- 
^^ diculous. s To this I anfwered, I know 
^^ that this dodrine appears ftrange^ and 
*^ efpecially to thofex)f your race," that is, 
to the Jews *. It is evident from this paf. 
fage, that Juftin thought that this doftrinc 
would appear ftrange to others, befides the 
Jews ; and as he proceeds, it v^ill appear, 
that he took care not to lay too much ftrefs 
on this new do(f):riae, left he (hould not 
be able to prove it fatisfaftorily. 

** It will not follow that he is not the 
*' Chrift, though I (hould not be able to prove 

• 

ilbxft fxoi uvai • TO ya^ hsytn (7t, ^pinrafxciir Sfov (Act «r^ mwuf 
^pHov Tov xftrov, tiia xai yivfri&nvcu cofG^uTrov ytvofjLtvov i/jrof/atvcUy ka^ 
Sf HM caO^TTo; f| av9^<o7riSy 8 fioyot va^ioicv ibutt pun iivoUy a»a' 
mu /xctffov. Kaya Tsrfo; raifla tfnv^ ct$* oTi mofoioi®'' o Xot^ 
htm wcny MM fM?ura rot^ «^ tk ysigg^ vfmy. Dial* p. ^32» ^33t 

" that 
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•* that he pre-exifted, as God, the fon of 
^' him that made all things^ itnd that he 
•* became a man by the virgin ; it being 
•* proved that he is the Chrift, the Son of 
** God, whoever he was ; though I fhould 
not prove that he pre-exifled, but was a 
man of the fame paflions with ourfelves, 
having flcfh, and being fubjcdl to his 
** Father's will. It will be right to fay^ 
*• that in this only I have been niiftaken, 
*• and not that he is not the Chrift, though 
•* he {hould appear to be a man born as other 
•* men are, and to be made Chrift by elec- 
" tion. For there are fome of our race, 
^* who acknowledge him to be Chrift, but 
*• hold that he was a man born like other 
** men. With them I do not agree, nor 
** ihould I do fo, though ever fo many, 
*' being of the fame opinion, fhould urge 
it upon me ; becaufe we are commanded 
by Chrift himfelf, not to obey the teach- 
ings of men, but what was taught by the 
^* holy prophets and himfelf/* Trypho 
fays, " They who fay that he was a man, 
'* born like other men, and that he became 
** Chrift by cledion," i. e. the^ appointment 

T4 of 
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of God, ^^ reem to hold a dodbrine more 
** credible than yours. For ail of us ex- 
*' pe6t that Chrift will be a man, born like 
*' other men, and that Elias will come to 
*' anoint him.. If, therefore, this perfon 
** be the Chrift, he muft by all means be 
•* a man born like other men*/* 

This diffidence of Juftin agrees remark* 
ably well with the fuppofition, that the 

wvcofuU Sli Mai 'JT^HTTYifx^i wo^ T8 vouOh t«v oXw Swj wv, kcu yiyi- 

ijIoj ertv o Xf*^^ o t« St«, orif klof trai^ tea Jf /*Ji ancAtmnm <fi 
Vf^mi^X^ KOI ytm^iVM av^aTc®" OfMioTialhf >v^v, ira^na cx^i ^^^ 

DDMuov, ^tX^tf fJLti a^ua^ca oil itiog ehV o ^iroQ, lav fcuvnlai a^ ooh 

a^odfUVtA}?^. Koi raf itat riye^^ u ^iKoi, cMyoy, avo TV ii^7efi{ 
7»«( OfAo>^nnivlt; etvhf xi^sx^ (mw, deylf «9rcf fc t| oev^fw^wy yci*- 
fieycv aTTo^wfOvoi . Oi;, 8 ^wWsiiau^ iii av mP^troi tgujIoi fAoi ooI^p- 
(Taylef rrTTdir/, cteiJtj a* afO^wTrsictj iii^ay/Mouri tuKsKevtrfit^a vtc ccuki 
*TH Xfrr8 'STfi^fO'^ai, a>,Xa to*; 5ia rojv (laxot^ian 'appthv w.^uxr 
hturt km 3( avln ciiax^iiau K» ^ Tpi/^ow, f/tiO/ ^tfv fctoi^w, citw, 
M >^Bycv}£g av&^tp'jrov ysyoyeval cuSlcAf fcm ttal &t>aynv kixM^^du, mm 
Xfi^oif ytycvevat^ 'sri&jtvtilt^ov vfjuov Hvi^v^ Ttav ravlct otjrsf fng wyor* 
*«v . Moi ya^ 'sam^ lyjiBif rov ^rov ca/Q^uTtov f J op^^6t^6if vfow- 
k^fX^ yivnotd^ca, km rov EAioi^ X^^^^ ^^^ i>Jk^a . -cov 3)? «?d^ 
faiYniou ti)v ^f/n??, cci^fwcrav jtttv £{ oaf9fxr:xv ysvoflivov at mavloi 
iTTii-a^^dH ^ii. Pia|. p. 233. 

unitariani 
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tinitarians were originally no lefs than the 
whole body of chriilians, and that the tri« 
nitarians were the innovators^ appearing at 
firft modeft and cahdid, as was natural while 
they were a fmall minority, though they 
grew bold and imperious when they became 
the. majority. 

Independently of any nice conftrudion 
of this paflage, we may fafely fay, that if 
the dodrine of the iimple humanity of 
Chrift had not been at leaft a vety general 
Opinion in the time of Juftin, he would 
never have fpokcn of it with fo much ten* 
dernefs and refpeft as he has done, conG« 
dering how very different it was from his 
own opinion^ his defence of which has 
fiifficiently the appearance of an apology. 
He even intimates fome degree of doubt 
with refpeA to his opinion, when he fays 
that, if he fhould not be able to prove it, 
the fundamental dodrine of chriflianity, 

■ 

Viz. that of the mefliahfhip of Jefus, would 
not be affcfted by it. Why (hould he pro- 
vide this retreat, if he had not had fomc 
fccret fufpicion of the ground on which he 
ftood, He calls the unitarians /ome, as if 

. a they 
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they were the minority ; but the term is 
indefinite, and may apply to the majority; 
and from the comple:xion of the whole 
paiTage, I have no doubt but that Juftia 
was aware that it was fo, and that, with a 
view to this, he added, that he fhould not 
be influenced by that confideration; 

That Juftin's language is that of a man 
who knew that he was advancing a new 
opinion, is evident, as I faid, from the 
general air and complexion of it ; and the 
more we attend to it, the more fenfible w« 
(hall be of the juftnefs of this conftrudtion, 

1. Let it be confidered, that in this place, 
as well as in his writings in general, he 
labours the proof of the pre-exiftence of 
Chrift, fhewing that it is confonant to the 
principles of Platonifm, and alfo deducible 
from the writings of Mofes, and other parts 
of the Jcwifh fcriptures, without referring 
to any other writer in fupport of what he 
advances. 

2, He does not ufe a fingle acrimonious 
cxpreffion againft thofe who differed from 
him with rcfped to it, which is jufl as anj 
mam would do who fliould write in defence 

•f 
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of a novel, or not very prevalent opinion^' 
and one, of which himfelf was the princi- 
pal abettor. 

, 3, He talks of not being overborne by th« 
authority of any number of men, even his 
fellow chriftians, but would adhere to the 
words of Chrift, and the fenfe of fcripture^ 
which is a ftile almofl peculiar to thoie 
whofe opinions are either quite novel, or a( 
leaft not very prevalent. 

4. The phrafe, " neither do I agree with 
the majority of chriftians, who may have 
objected to my opinion," which is nearly 
the moft literal rendering of the paflagc 
(though I would not be under ftood to lay 
much ftrefs on that circumftance) will na- 
turally be conftrued to mean that the ma- 
. jority adlually did make the objedion, or 
• that Juftin fufpeAed they might make it. 
When I confider thefe clrcumftances, and 
alfo how apt all perfons are to make their 
own party more numerous than it really is, 
I am inclined to think that even, if the 
pafTage might bear fuch a conftruftion ai 
that Juftin meant to infinuate that the ma- 
jjority were with him, yet that it would no> 

I be 
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be the moft natural conftru£tion» or a fuf. 
ficient authority to conclude that fuch wa$ 
the fadt* I therefore think that, upon the 
whole, the paflage has all the appearance 
bf an apology for an opinion dilTcrent from 
that which in his time was commonly re* 
ceived on the fubjeft. 

I am no doubt^ influenced in my con« 
ftrudtion of this particuliar paflfage by the 
pcrfuafion that I have, from other inde- 
pendent evidence, that the unitarians were 
in fa6t, the majority of chriftians in the 
time of Juftin; that he therefore knew this 
to be the cafe, and could not mean to in- 
finuate the contrary. Another perfon hav- 
ing a different perfualion concerning the 
ftate of opinions in that age, will naturally 
be inclined to put a different conflrudlion 
upon this paiTage. In this cafe I only 
wifli that he would fufpend his judgment 
till he has attended to my other arguments, 
And afterwards he may perhaps fee this 
paflagc in the fame light in which 1 do. 

The word wv^ I think, refers to natural 
defccntj and I therefore conclude that Juf- 
tin here meant not chriftians in general, 

but 
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but Gentile chriftians in particular 1 b&- 
cauie^ as he is oppoiing the opinion con- 
cerning Chrift^ which made him to be a 
man bom of men ^ not to the do£fcrine of the 
miraculous (inception, but only to his pre^ 
cziftence (though I think it probable, that 
taxAy if not all, who believed in the Jimple 
Sumamtjt,vrerc alfo in that age believers in the 
natural birth of Chrift) the only idea that he 
had in his mind, and to which he atteoded, 
%raathat oi his Jimple bumanity^ and we have 
pofitive evidence that this was the doctrine 
of all the Jewifh chriftians, fd that' he 
could not fpeaJc of feme of them holding 
sc and ethers not. Whereas the Gentile 
chriftians were divided on that fubjed ; 
and fome of them, even later than this, viz« 
in the time of Origen, held that in the 
ftrideft fenfe of the expreffion, Jcfus was 
a man born of man, being the Ton of Jofepb 
as well as of Mary. I therefore think that 
Juftin meant the Gentile chriftians, omit^ 
ting the Jcwifli chriftians,'whoft ftintiments 
he might fappofc to have been well known 
to the learned Jew, with whom he was 

con« 
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converfing. It was as if he had faid, Noit 
only do thofe chriftians who zrc of your 
race, viz. Jews, believe Chrift to be a mere 
than, born as other men are^ but there are 
alfo fomq of our race^ viz. Gentile chrif* 
tiansy who hold the fame opinion. . 

I fhall conclude this article with obferv- 
ing» that, » without attending to minute cri^ 
ticifms^ it is quite fufficient for my pur- 
pofe, that thefe ancient unitarian chriA 
tians» whether they held the miraculous 
conception or not, whether they were Jews 
or Gentiles, or whether Juflin meant to^ 
reprefent them as ftridtly fpeaking the ma- 
jority of chriAians, or otherwife, were not 
treated by him as heretics. From this cir-^ 
cumflance alone, it may. be concluded, that 
they were very numerous, becaufe, when* 
ever unitarians have not been very nu- 
merous, and have not made a refpedable 
figure among chriftians, they have always 
been coniidered with great abhorrence, and 
have been cut oS from communion with 
thoie of the orthodox perfuaiion. 

With^ 
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With what rancoor does Eufebios treat 
this ch(s of chfiftians, both in his Hiftonr, 
tmd is bis Treatife againft Marcellus of 
AacjRy iriiea we know from Athan2f]as» 
and odier asthorities, that thev were at that 
time TCTf mnncrcns (though among the 
lover €hSss of people) and probably in all 
parts of die chrifHan world. 

Whea thcic things are duly conirdercd^ 
it can faardlj be imagined hot that, kt this 
paf&ge in Jcr^a be contlmed in any min* 
ner that the words can poilibly bear, it will 
be SaScicaxij to my parpole, and authorize 
an t!ie afe that I have ever made cf it. 
Best I can v^rry well fpare the pn&ge al- 
WJgLtbci, drinking that I have evidence 
e noc E gh cf my general poStion withont i:. 

If we contidcr the time in which Julb'a 
wrote, viz. aboat A. D. 140, that ij, aboat 
o^fszf years after the time of the apctlles, 
and compare it with the account that Tcr- 
laiEan and others give of the flate of opi- 
taana among the Jews and Gentiles in 
their rimr^ we can hardly doabt (whether 
Jadfn ccnfelies it or not) that the doc* 
trine of the limple homanity of Chrift 

maft 
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mull have been the prevailiog ope io his 
time. Accordiog to the ancient Fathers^ 
the Jews, meaning the Jewish chriftiins, 
were fo fully perfuaded concerning the 
fimple humanity of their Meifiah, that the 
apoftles did not chufe to inform them, ex* 
cept in an indire(£i; manner, that Chrift 
was any thing more than a man*, and the 
Gentiles were drawn by the Jews into the 
fame opinion ; and though John was fup* 
pofed to fpeak more plainly, we find no 
effedt from it. 

Since, therefore, it was only an indiredl 
evidence of the divine or fuper-angelic na^ 
ture of Chrift, that the Jewifli chriftians 
(by whom the gofpel was communicated 
to the Gentiles) were ever favoured with \ 
can it be thought probable, fo highly averfe 
as the account icfelf ftates the Jews to 
have been to the idea of any fuper-human na- 
ture in Chrift, that they ihould, by their own 
reafoning alone on the fubjedl, have gene* 
rally abandoned their favourite do(5trine in fb 
ihort a time as fourfcore years ? Or, if from 
fome moft unaccountable caufe, and with* 
nut any perfon of great authority to lead 

them» 
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them to it (for no fuch authority can we 
trace) they ihould have abandoned their 
original and favourite do6lrine> is it pro- 
bable that they would have been fo ex- 
tremely adive and fuccefsful in the propa- 
gation of their new opinion, and withal 
have found the Gentiles fo very pliant as 
to have been able to induce the generality 
of them to make the fame change, when at 
the fame time they are known to have had 
but little connexion, and indeed but little 
refpcA for each other ? Is a period of 
eighty years naturally fufficicnt for thcfe 
two fucccffive changes ? 

But 'if we take another well authenti- 
cated circumftance, we fhall be obliged to 

* 

reduce this fhort fpace (too fliort as it al- 
ready is for the purpofc) to one ftill fhorter. 
Hegefippus, as explained by Valefius, in his 
notes on Eufebius's ecclefiaftical hiflory, 
fays, that the church of Jerufalem con- 
tinued a virgin, or free from herefy, till 
the death of Simeon, who fucceeded James 
the Juft, that is, till the time of Trajan, 
pr about the year 1 00, or perhaps 1 1 o, for 
his reign began A. D. 98, and ended A. D. 
Vol. IIL U 117 
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1 17. Knowing, therefore, from other cir- 
cumflances, what this purity of chriftian 
faith was, and what Hegefipjpus muft have 
known it to be, we have only the fpace of 
forty, or perhaps, thirty years for fo great 
a change. So rapid at that particular pe« 
riod mufl: have been that movement, which 
we find by experience to be naturally onet 
of the very flowcft in the whole fyAem 
of nature, viz. the revolution of opinions 
in great bodies of men. Can it then be 
thought probable that, confidcring the 
Jewifli and Gentile chriftians as one body, 
the generality of them fhould have aban- 
doned the dodrinc of the fimple humanity 
of Chrift, in the time of Juftin Martyr. 

On the contrary, it is certainly not at 
all improbable, that the more learned and 
philofophical of the chriftians, beginning 
to be afhamed of a crucified man for their 
faviour, and firmly believing the doiftrine 
of the pre-exiftence of all fouls ^ and of 
their defcent into human bodies, fhould 
have begun to fancy that Chrift mufl have 
had fome origin fuperior to that of other 
iQOif that this fhould firft: of all produce 

the 
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the opinions of the Gnoftics, who thought 
that the CAriJi, who came down from he^« 
Ven, was quite diflinft from the man ye/iis; 
and lelt nothing of his pains or forrows ; or 
that the(e opinions being rejedled through 
the authority of the apoftles, the generality 
of chriftian teachers or bi(hops (many of 
whom were educated in the Platonic fchool 
at Alexandria) (hould afterwards apply the 
Platonic dodrine of the logos to the fame 
fubjed; and that by their influence, opi- 
nions leading to the deification of Cbrijl 
(hould gradually gain ground among the 
common people. But this mufl have been 
a work of time^ (o that the majority of 
chriftians could hardly have been infected 
with thefe principles fo early as the time 
of JuAin Martyr. 

Irensus, who wrote forty years after Juf- 
tin, makes no mention of any Gentile uni-* 
tarians, in his works againd herefy. but only 
of the Ebionites ; and what he fays of them 
18 a very fmall proportion of the whole of 
his work. And almod all the orthodox 
Fathers, both before and after the coundl 

U2 of 
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of Nice, make laboured apologies for their 
feeming to teach the dodtrine of more Gods 
than one. This circumftance is a fufficient 
indication that the trinitarians were then 

r 

the minority^ as their violence and info- 
lence afterwards (hows, that if they were 
not the majority, at lead they had the ad- 
vantage oi power in their favour. 

As the advocates for the dodrines of the 
pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift, ad* 
vanced it with caution and with apology, 
as being fenfible that they were not likely 
to be well received j fo, on the other hand, 
it appears that the unitarians did express 
the grcateft dread oi them, as the introduc- 
tion oi polytheifm. Several inftances of this 
have been produced already, and others will 
appear in different connexions, efpecially 
when I (hall (how the zeal with which the 
ancient unitarians defended their tenets. But 
I (hall in this place introduce a few others. 

Origen fays, •' Bccaufe it is probable that 
** fome will be of ended with our faying, that 
** the Father being called the only true God, 
** there are other gods belides him partaking 

•'of 
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** of his divinity*." Novatian fpeaks of 
the unitarians as Jcandalized at the do<5trine 
of the divinity of Chriftf." And the 
flate of things was not different about the 
time of the council of Nice. Eufebius, in 
his controverfy with Marcellus^ fays, ** If 
** they are afraid of making two Gods J." 
" Some for fear of introducing a fecond 
•* God, make the Father and the Son the 
«* iame||." " Marcellus, for fear of faying 
^f there are two Gods, denies the Son to be a 
*' feparate perfon §." And again, " But you 

* Ax^* rxti iiMog mpoauo^dn Tstag rot; cipn/bUvoK, ivo^ f^tv a>ct/Rtn 
9fv-tv maSfoq aorfyyEX^/buiv, *bol^ h tov aXu&tvav ^stv ^tuv <9Xcio- 
wm Tn fiiox^ TV dtH yivQfjL£vofv. Comment « vol. 2« p. 47* 

f Sed quia oblu&antes adverfus veritatem Temper haere- 
tici fincerae traditionis, et catbolicz fidei controverfiam 
folent trahere, fcandalizati in chriftum quod etiam deus 
etper fcripturas adferatur, et a nobis hoc efle credatur, 
merito a nobis, ut omnis a fide noftra aufcrri poffit hsere- 
dca calumnia^ dc eo quod et deus fu Chriftus, ftc eft dif- 
putandum, ut non impediat fcriptura veritatem Cap. 3Q, 
p. 115. 

J El or pcSo9 aulotg tfivoitL^ (joi wi apa iu9 So; cofayopiustv 3b|(X<« 
EcTheol. lib. i. cap. 11. p. 69. 

rneQtfa k; vw o^ofjufoi. Ibid, cap, 3. p. 62. 

Ce^f^dJBf Tur VTiproffof o^m eu/k. Ibid. cap.. 10. p. 69- 

U 3 ** acc 
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** are dreadfully afraid left you (hould be 
** obliged to acklnowledge two hypoftafes 
« of the Father and Son ♦." 

In fhort, it appears that the ancient uni*» 
tarians entertained the fame dread of the doc- 
trine of the divinity of Chrift^ that the trini- 
tarians of this day do of that of his Ample 
humanity ; a proof that each of them had 
been brought up in the perfua^oo of the opi« 
nions they held, being the dodrine of their 
anceftors, and of the apoftles. In this thd 
ancient unitarians could not be miftakdny 
but the trinitarians of the prefent age may 
very well be fo. Whether, therefore, wc 
confider the feelings of the unitarians, of 
thofe of the trinitarians of the early ages, 
we perceive evident traces of the former 
maintaiqing an old opinion, and the latter 
a new one. 



^1$ vcOfOi ^ m ^i}^ oi/tfl\oy}tv!fc^^ Eq. Theol, lib. 2. cap. 7^ 
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CHAPTER XV. 

ObjeSions to the preceding State of Things 

conjidered. 

^TpHAT I may conceal nothing from my 
. readers that can tend to throw any 
light on this fubjedt, I fhall fairly ftate 
every objedion that I have yet met with, to 
%xiy part of the evidence that I have pro«> 
4uced/ 



SECTION I. 

Of the Tejiimony ofEufebius to the Novelty of 
the Unitarian DoSirine. 

TT is alledged by Eufebius^ the hiftorian, 

or rather Caius (who is fuppofed to be 

the author that he quotes^ and Vrho, Pho* 

tins fays*, wrote TCbe Little Labyrinth p 

* Void rmi mpioCvlifU cv P#api iidlpi6ofi&' w faai wUcipu t^ 

tn irppjNit Bit>* fed* 4^' P* 3S* 

V 4 which 
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which is thought to be the work that Eu- 
febius copied from) is fo far from confirm- 
ing this account of the great antiquity of the 
unitarians, that he exprefsly aflerts that 
they were a ipodern fcft. That this charge^ 
with the evidence, may be fairly before' the 
reader, I fhall quote the paiTage in which it 
is contained at full length. 

^^ Artemon made Chrift a mere man. 
** They who hold this dodtrine pretend that 
<* it is very ancient ; for they fay that all 
•' the primitive chriftians, and the apoftles 
*' themfelves, received and taught it, and 
that the truth was preferved till the time 
of Vidlor, the thirteenth bifhop of Rome 
" from Peter ^ but that it was corrupted in 
*' the time of his fucceflbr Vidlorinps. 
•* This might appear probable, if, in the. 
** firft place, the facred fcriptures were not 
'* againft it; and if there were not writings 
** of chriftians no,w e^ftant, older than the 
** time of Vidtor, which they wrote againft 
'* the heathens and againft herefies. I mean 
" thofeof Juftin, Miitiades,Tatian, Clemens, 
** and nuny others, in all of which Chriftis 
^* fpokcn of as a God. Who is unacquainte4 

'* with 
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^^ with the writings of Irenaeus, Melito^ and 
*^ others, fpeaking of Chrift as God and 
^* man ? How many pfalms and hymns alfo 
^^ are there, written by chriftians from the 
'^ beginning, in which Chrifl: is celebrated 

« as a God How were they not afhamed 

** to fpeak thus falfely of Vidor, knowing 
^' very well that Vidor excommunicated 
** Theodotus, the Ipader and father of that 
f^ God-denying herefy, who firft faid, that 
.•* Chrift was a mere man ♦." 

€iShifa famo'aaf h trpo vti}J^ notlmaitia'av iioAumr. £sro3i| 
^tfounv auh AK ay Ofxfiuoof m rcaHns rlk>m iiffffmHeu. ^cm yof 

mipiytuOog fdsxi^ rw gotk^ Xfovw^ o^ tv rprnMiaah^ asro lUlp^ 
tf Pm^i nri^wTo; . caro h th iiakxH oeJhi ZffuftWy trofOMix/oi^ 
fojfioa my a}^ua . wf Vav rvxn "viOcofov ro Aryo^ainoy, u im trpdJw 
fttfmhmflof eafioig cu dooi ypafeu * «) aitlhipm ik rnfcn fn ypofi^ 

a9a&masn ^ vpog rag roli oupf<Tstg typcti^av . Xryoi ik lartw ac) Mix- 
tion jy TetkavH «; lC>iv«cy7o( )y ile^ tvX&OMiy cr otg aitoffi d&iXayU' 

yoci PiCtoo^ Scoy «; oa^ptmw MaraTyV^^Ta Toy x^roy i >)«a\uoi ^ 
oaoi ^ mSoi a^txpctv a'jrafx^i v^o vtrm ypapnaai^ roy Aoyoy th d» 
wy x^foy vpuntoi SfoXoykv7e<. II«( 3c wt oi^nAs Tai/Lt BwJio^ no- 
tatl^/Jc^-Saf. oM^^ng tiiSliq^ ^ Botlup roy ^uo^ta SfoSoby roy ofxify^ 
j^ igeStpa re^t^ nug Ofvrmhit ennraunag^ eanmifvi^ Tm nonwyuK, 

'V^CiiSby 
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In thefe parages we have an account of 
the claims of the ancient unitarians to the 
high antiquity of their, doctrine. And it 
has been feen that» by the general acknow-*> 
ledgment of the Fathers, and of Eufebiut 
himfelf, among the reft^ that the iirft doc* 
trine that was taught by the apofUes, was 
that of the (imple humanity of Chrift ; and 
that his divinity was very little known till it 
was publifhed by John^ after the death of 
the other apoftles. Eufebius^ therefore, 
denying it in this cafe, is not at all to^be re«- 
gardedy fmce it is contrary to all other evi- 
dence^ and alfo to the reafon of the thing, as 
I have abundantly proved, unlefs he had 
brought fome fufficient proof to counterad 
that evidence. What he has offered of this 
kind. I fhall diflindly confider, after I have 
produced a paflage from Theodoret, in 
which he alfo mentions tht claim of the 
unitarians to the antiquity of their doftrine, 
^* Artemon," he fays, " taught that Chrift 
^* was a mere man, born of a virgin, and ex* 

mf^ uiroSla liftkof oApuwcof toy xp<roy> *< Top BoSiif Mmt aAt$ 
.Tipr Ttf at^i9t^raA%wp^. Hift* lib. 5. cap. a8. p. 252. 

Z V Polling 
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^* celling the prophets in virtue. . This, he 

*' fays, the apoftles taught, perverting the 

'^ fenfe of the facred fcriptures,- but that 

f ' thoie who came after them made a God of 

^ Chrift, who was not God*." It appears 

alfo from Eufebius's anfwer to Marcellus, 

that he alfo charged his opponents with 

holding a new dodrine, and fcrupled not to 

call that dodlrine berefy f. 

: The firft argument of Eufebius is, tHat 

fhe facred fcriptures are againft the unita* 

rians. This, however, is a matter of ^/« 

nton^ in which he might be, and I doubt not 

was, miAaken. He then mentions the 

writings of fome perfons who held the doc-- 

trines of the pre-exiftence and divinity of 

Chrift, viz. Juftin, Miltiades, Tatian, and 

* Toy 3c uu^m lin^w xf^rov co&fwrw tvst J^ti^sm^ m vofHim tc^ 
Tcvtytfvov, ran h v^p^aw aptk Kpiirhva . raJla 9f ^ vng ennro>HQ 

h fulsMiiT^i Sfc^oyn^ot rw x^rov, w aiSa Saw. Hser* Fab. lib. 2« 
cap. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 220. 

+ '¥oj» yap jy ru ecAp»mm Xoy» ofAotcVy trpQi 9li Mdr a!h6»i 

(pifia «J vftro^f Toy xf^rof Bum ofioKoyw cde^s . xj croin ToiDur 

. urn csritfofffdov m ouf^^y% ^c. Coptnt M^u'cellufp, lib. r. 

p. 19. 

Clemens, 



^oo ^be Gentile Cbriftians Book III. 

Clemens. But of thefe Juftin was the 
oldeft^ and it is not denied that he did hold 
thofe dodirines, being probably the fidt 
who advanced them. Who the Clemens 
is that he mentions, he does not fay ; but 
had it been Clemens Romanus^ it is pxo^ 
bable that he would have placed him firft, 
the reft being named in the order of time in 
which they flouriihed ; and befides^ there 
is nothing in the epiftle of Clemens that 
is in the leaft favourable to thofe dodrines. 
Confequently, it muft have been Clemens 
Alexandrinus that he intended, and there- 
fore the higheft antiquity of the dodtrinc 
of the divinity of Chrift that Eufebius 
could prove, is that of Juftin, 

Pearfon makes no difficulty of contra- 
didting Eufebius in this cafe. His oppo- 
nent, Mr. Daill^, having faid, if that ac^ 
fount be true^ he replies, " He knew very 
*' well that, ftridlly fpeaking, it was not 
*' true ; for he knew many others, long 
" before Theodotus, and not a few even 
•' before Ignatius^ who taught the fame 
•' herefy, a catalogue of w|iom may be fcep 

'' ia 
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. ** in Epiphanius */' and whom he proceeds 
to mention. 

EufebiU8*s reply to Marcellus's charge 
of novelty is equally unfatisfadtory, as he 
only^ in a general way, refers to writings 
older than thofe of Origen^ in all which he 

# 

fays he found the fame faith -f . 

As to the Bymns ufed by chriflians, and 
faid by Eufebius to have been Jrom the bc^ 
ginning^ no inference can be fafely drawn 
from them, becaufe divinity may be afcribed 
to perfons in very different fenfes, and fome 
of them very innocent ones, efpecially in 

* Theodotum novifle rurfus pernego. Dallxus ipfe 
dubitanter hxc proponit, fi vera funt, inquit, quae Caius, 
4ive alius apud Eufcbium fcriptor vetuftiffimus dick, Theo- 
dotum fcilicet primum afleruifle Cbriflum fuifle nudum 
hominem ; ipfe enim optime novit haec, fi ftri£le fuman- 
tur, vera non efTc : novit alios quamplurimos diu ante 
Theodotum, non paucos etiam ante Ignatium, eandem 
haerefin promulgafle, quorum catalogus apud Epiphaniuoi 
legitur. Vindicise, lib. 2. cap. 2. p. 24. 

tnroieutfviM . hk o^^ug a^a iia^e€>JVisy eiTov iviyo^ia^cu tup nm 
at^iffw uTTo TMf iiafSa»^^vm. Contra Marcellum, lib. i# 

p. 30. 

the 
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the language of poetry ; and as to the an- 
tiquity of thefe hymns, as the hiftorian has 
not mentioned the age of them^ it is very 
poflible, for any thing that appears to the 
contrary, that they might have been thoie 
very hymns which were rejefied by Paulift 
Samofatcniis on account of their novelty. 
• It is likcwife alledged, that Pliny fiiys, 
that ** the chriftians on a certain day, before^ 
^* it was light, met to ling a hymn to Chrift 
" as to God (or a God) ♦." But as to this 
writer, if he had been told that hymns were 
fung by chriftians in honour of Chrift, 
being himfelf a heathen, he would natu- 
rally imagine that they were fuch hymns 
as had been compofed in honour of the 
heathen gods, who had been men. He 
would be far from concluding from that 
circumftance, that Chrift was confidercd 
by his followers either as the fupreme God, 
or as a prc-exiftent fpirit, the maker of the 
world under God. 

* Affirmabant autem hanc fuiflj fummam vel culpx Aia?, 
yiA errorit, quod efllnt foliti ftato die, ante lucem con-> 
ircnirc ; carinenqucChri(lo,quafi dco, diLxrc. Epiil. 97, 

SEC- 
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SECTION II. 

Of the Excommunication ofTbeodotus by ViSlor. ' 

np H E argument that is urged with the 
moft plaufibility againft the antiquity 
of the unitarian dodtrine, is that which is 
drawn from the excommunication of Theo- 
dotus, by Viftor, bi(hop of Rome, about 
the year 200 ; as it may be faid, that this 
bi(hop, violent as he was, would not have 
proceeded to the public excommunication 
of a man whofe opinions were not gene- 
rally obnoxious. 

I wi(h that we had a few more particu« 
lars concerning this excommunication of 
Theodotus» as it is the firft of the kind 
that is mentioned in hiflory. It is to be 
obfcrved, that it is not Caius, the writer 
quoted by Eufebius, who fays that he was 
excommunicated on account of his being 
an unitarian, but Eufebius himfelf *; fo that, 

* H^aof h irrw Ofupn 0co3bZv m tnaAu^ ftoMo^^ n ttfolk tm 
fiuOofOi »i c^, TV roli ari^Mom, Hift. lib. 5. cap. at* p« 253. 

confidering 
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coniidering the writer's prejudices, there 
may be fome room to doubt, whether he 
was excommunicated on that account. 

The unitarians, it has been feen, (aid that 
Vidor favoured their dodrine, and this we 
find aiTerted in the Appendix to Tertul* 
lian's Treatife, De Prafcriptione^ which, 
whether written by TertuUian himfelf, or 
not, is probably as good an authority as 
that of Eufebius. He fays that, after the 
two Theodotus's, *' Praxeas introduced his 
*• herefy into Rome, which Victorinus cn- 
** deavourcd to ftrengthcn. He faid that 
** Jcfus Chrift was God the Father omni- 
** potent, that he was crucified, fuffered, 
** and died, &c. *" Vidorinus, in this 
paffage, Beaufobre fays +, it is sigrced, (hould 
be Victor, and it cannot be fuppofed, that 
he would have patronized in Praxeas the 
iame dodkrinc for which he had before ex- 
communicated Theodotus. The probabi* 

* Sed poft ho8 omnes etiam Praxeas quidam hxrefim 
ibtroduxit, quam Vidlorinus corroborarc curavit. Hie 
deum patrem omnipotcntcm Jefum Chriflum cffe dicit ; 
hunc crucifixum paflumque contendit ct mortuum. Ad 

Finem, p. 223. 

f Hiftoiredc Manichcifmc, voK i. p- 533. 

3 i»^^» 
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\\ty^ therefore, is^ that Theodotus was ex- 
communicated on fome other account than 
that of his being an unitarian. 

Theodotus having been excommunicated 
as an unitarian ^ is not confident with that 
general prevalence of the unitarian dodrine 
in the time of Tertullian (which was alfo 
that of Vidtor) which we have fcen that 
Tertullian exprefsly aflerts. However, the 
account of Eufebius, though improbable^ 
may be admitted without denying that of 
Tertullian, when the circumftances attend- 
ing them are duly confidered. 

Tertullian lived in Africa, where there 
feems to have been a greater inclination for 
the- unitarian do£trine than there was at 
Rome; a9 w4 may colIed> from the re- 
markable popularity of Sabellius in that 
coisintry, and other circumftances. Atha- 
aafius alfo, who complains of many per-* 
fi>ns of low underflanding favouring the 
fame principle, was of the fame country, 
refidtng chiefly in Egypt ; though h^ had 
feen a great part of the chriftian world, 
and was, no doubt, well acquainted with 
the ftate of it. 

Vox.III. X Wt 
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We fhould likcwifc confider the pecu-- 
liarly violent charafter of Viiftor, who was 
capable of doing what few other perfons 
would have attempted ; being the fame 
perfon who excommunicated all the eaftern 
churches, becaufe they did not obferve 
Eafter at the fame time that the weftem 
churches did, for which he was much cen- 
fared by many bifliops, even in the weft. 

Such an excommunication as this of 
Theodotus was by no means the fame thing 
with cutting a perfon off from communioa 
with any particular church, with which 
he had been ufed to communicate. Theo- 
dotus was a ftranger at Rome, and it is 
very poflible that the body of the chriftiaa 
church in that city did not intereft them* 
fclves in the affair ; the biihop and his 
clergy only approving of it. For I readily 
grant that, though there were feme learned 
unitarians in all the early ages of chridia- 
nity, the majority of the clergy were not (b. 

Theodotus, befides being a ft ranger at 
Rome, was a man of fcience, and is faid 
by the unitarians to have been well re- 
ceived by Vidlor at firft i fo that it is very 

poflible 
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poflible that the latter might have been 
inftigated to what he did by fome quarrel 
between dhiemi of which we have.; no ac- 
count. 

Upon the whole, therefore, though Vic- 
tor excommunicated this Theodotus, who 
was a ftranger^ and had, perhaps^ made 
himfelf confpicuous, fo as to have given 
fome caufe of umbrage or jealoufy to him, 
it is very poffible that a great proportion 
of the lower kind of people, who made no 
noife or difturbance, might continue in 
communion with that church, though they 
were known to be unitarians. 

There is no inltance, I believe, of any 
perfon having been excommunicated for 
being an unitarian before Theodotus.-^ 
Whereas, had the univerfal church been 
tfinitarian from the beginning, would not 
the firft unitarians, the firfl broachers of a 
dodtrine fo exceedingly ofFenfive to them, 
as in all ages it has ever been, have expe- 
rienced their utmofl: indignation, and have 
been expelled from all chriflian focieties 
with horror. 

■ 
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SECTION IIL 

Of the Part taken by the Laity In the Ex^ 
communication of the early Unitarians^ and 
other Confiderations relating to the SubjeS^ 

T T is particularly remarkable, that we 
read of none of the hity having been 
excommunicated on account of their uhi* 
tariau principles, which they were well 
known to hold. And whenever any of this 
bifhops were depofed on this account, it is 
a]fo remarkable, that the common people 
appear to have been their friends. None of 
the laity were excommunicated along with 
Noetus, about A. D. 220, with Sabellius^ 
about A. D. 255. (See Lardner's Credibi* 
lity, vol. 4- p« 593O Paulus Samofatenfis, 
A. D. 269, or Photinus, A. D. 344, &c. 
After the bishops had depofed Paulus Sa% 
mofatenfis, it is obfervable^ that only fix* 
teen iigned the condemnation (Eufebii^ 
Hift. lib. 7* cap. 30. p. 359) and he could 
not be expelled from the epifcopal houfe 

till 
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till the aid of the emperor Aurelian was 
called in ; and be may be Aippofed to have 
been offended at him for his having been in 
the intereft of his rival Zenobia. Thij 
could not have been nccejQTary, if the majo- 
rity of his people had not been with him^ 
and therefore^ if his depofition had not^ in 
lad^ been unjuft. 

Beiides, the profecution of Paulus Samo-> 
fateniis, as Dr. Lardner has obferved^ was 
Vehemently urged by his prefbyter Mat- 
chion,^who had a quarrel with him. Hav- 
ing been difobliged^ he could not be fatif- 
fied till he was depofed. Credibility, voL 
4* p. 624. ** He wrote, fays jferotn, the 
•* large epifUe in the name of the eottn- 
'^ cil, Paul had many friends and adttii- 
** rers among the bilhops and presbyters 
** of the neighbouring churches and vil- 
^* lages^ and was much beloved and ad« 
** mired by others*" Ibid, p. 640. He 
could not be expelled in the firfl council, 
in 264, when Firmilian of Cappadocia and 
Gregory of Neocaefarea were prefent ; dnd 
Firmilian was dead at the time of the fe* 

j«nd «ouncil| in 469 or 270. Ibid. p. 534* 

X3 Dr. 
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Dr. Lardner's. account of Paulus Samofaten- 
iis, is as follows : 

** As we have not now before us any of 
^* Paul's writings, and have his hif^ory 
** from adverfaries only, we cannot propofe 
** to judge diftindlly of his talents, nor draw 
** his charadter at length. However, from 
** the feveral particulars before put down, 
^^ and collected from divers authors, fome 
*^ things may be concluded. And I appre-" 
•* hend that, laying afide for the prefent the 
•* confideration of his heterodoxy, we (hall 
** not miftake much if we conceive of him 
*' after this manner. He had a great mind, 
'^ with a mixture of haughtipefs, and too 
*^ much affeftion for human applaufe. He 
<< was generally well refpedted in his dioK 
** cefe, and by the neighbouring bifhops, 
*• in efteem with the great, and beloved by 
the common people. He preached fre^ 
quently, and was a good fpeaker. And 
** from what is faid by the Fathers of the 
** council, of his rejeding, or laying afide, 
^^ fome hymns, as modern, and compofed by 
^' moderns, it may be argued, that he was a 
'^ critic, which is a valuable accompliih- 

** ment 
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•* meht at all times, efpecially when un- 
f* common/' Ibid, p. 644. 

He adds, in a note, '* A learned writer 
** among the moderns (viz. Gamier) whom 
•• I did not think of when I drew the above 
** charafter, confirms almoft every pirt of it. 
** For he allows Paul to have poflcflcd the 
** third fee in the church, and to have had 
•' the patronage of a great princcfs, an ap- 
*^ pearance of piety, reputation for learning, 
^* flowing eloquence, and the favour of the 
•* multitude." 

- As to Photinus, he was fo popular in his 
diocefct that his folemn depofition by two 
councils, could not remove him from his 
fee. " He defended himfelf," fays Tele' 
mont(Hift. of the Arians, vol. i. p. 116.)* 
** againft the authority of the church, by 
** the affeftion which his people had for 
" him, even to the year 351, though his 
hercfy began to appear as early as 342, or 
343, according to Socrates ; and the Eu- 
«• fcbians condemned it in one of their con- 
^ fcflions of faith, in 345." At length the 
Emperor Conftantius, a zealous Afian^' 
diottght it neceifary to interfcr^i and to get 

X4 him 
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him banished, in a council held at Sirmium 
itfelf 4 Had the body of chriftians in tbofe 
times been generally trinitarians^ the com« 
mon people would, no doubt, have beea 
ready enough to take an a^vp part againft 
their heretical bilhops. 

As to Euiebius charging heretics with 
teaching new doSlrines^ he is remarkably inr 
accurate and inconfiftent with himfelf iq 
that refpedt, and io^ indeed, arc all the other 
ccclciiaftical hiftorians. No unitarian i^ 
mentioned, but he is faid to have been the 
firfi to have taught the unitarian dodrine^ 
' This language is held even with refpedt tq 
Fhotinus, the very laft of the celebrated uni- 
tarians. But it is poflible, as I have obferv- 
cd befonC| tha( by novelty thefe writers 
inight fomctime^ mean nothing more thaq 
ierefy. 

The charge of teaching the unijtarian dcicr 
trine as a novelty, is firit advanced againft 
BerylluSy bifhop of Boflra ^n Arabia, whoi^ 
perhaps, was the firft who wrote in de- 
fence of the do6;rine, that of the div^ni-: 
ty of Chrift beginning at that time to 
be prevalent* E^ebiui; fays of him, tha^ 
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^ he introduced things new and Jhrange to 
'^ the catholic faith ; having dared to aflert, 
^ that. our Lord and, Saviour did not pre-F 
^ exift in his own diftind: perfon before his 
^' incarnation, that he had no proper divi- 
?• nity of his own, but that of the Father 
** only abiding in him *«." 

Sozomen alfo fays^ that Marcellus introT 
^uced a pew do(9:rine, that '* the Son of 
ff God bad his beginning with his birth of 
^ Mary ;" and yet, in the fame iedion, he 
fays of him, that he adopted the opinion of 
^aali|S Samofatenfis ^f*. 

The fame writer calls Photinus the in« 
producer of a new herefy, when, in the fame 
chapter, he fays, that he held the iame opi-. 

fm WfaferetvM ita7, tftav acna^ vt^iypafnvy vpo mi ttf md^oKms 
fTrAnua^, fait fupr dnhila iiiof ix^tv-, 0^' ^7ro>MevQaanv m&j uoi/m 
viv9algmn9, Hift. lib. 6. cap. 33. p. 297. 

hifiof, Hift, lib. 2. cap. 33. p. 9 19 92. 
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nion with Sabellius and Paulus Sainofa*' 
tcnfis*. 

Photinus is alfo charged with being the 
author of his own opinion by Socrates -f- ; 
and yet he had before mentioned him as a 
difciple of Marccllus J. 

As to the general teftimony of Eufebius, 
and other writers, who were themfelves be- 
lievers in the pre-exiftence and divinity 
of Chrift, that the primitive church was* 
orthodox in their fenfe of the wocd, it 
is not, as I faid, to be regarded, unlefs. 
they bring feme fufficient proofs of their 
affertion. They were, no doubt, willing to 
have it thought fo, and, without confidering^ 
it very particularly, might prefume thjt it 
was fo. But the fadts which 'they them* 

* H9n wfoltfcif Kcuwii euptaea; £iayr/ifiifig yevofjovog — il^ ra 2a« 
CcXtuk ^ Tlat/?^ TH XiOfMOffcSmg fpovtsfla* Hift. lib* 4. cap. 6* 

P- 135- 

i* To7c Sn ^ ^oTiivoi rvi; aui atk^nirtxg vptredoiif ro moffu^ 

pt9svou!k) ^/la foMfOilffov iicOpu}Mt. Hift. vol. 2. p. 1 23. 

X ^oSkaog yap rm vttt tHMXnaiuv "srf ocr»;, yevof n^ fjuMpa^ TaXd^ 
riag^ Ma^x£X\8 re th KaBtipnfjuein (laMi^y cuiohi^ toi 2i3aJxacXA», 
^i^tXov av^puTrWy tov wov eSoYiAoriffe. Hift. lib. 2. cap. 29. 
p. 98. 

felves 
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ictves record, and the account which they 
give of the apoftles in divulging "the ortho- 
dox doctrine with fo much caution, make 
it impoffible to have been as, in general 
^erms, they affert. I am even furprized that 
any perfon fliould lay the leaft ftrefs on the 
mere aiTertion of a writer in this cafe, 
v(rhen it is fo common for men. to repre- 
lent the opinions of thofe whofe authority 
they know to be great, as being the fame 
with their own. Eyery man Ihould be 
heard with caution in fuch a cafe, and what 
he fays on one occafion, fhould be com-* 
pared with what he fays on another, andi 
efpecially with what he drops, as it were, 
accidently, and when he was off his guard. 
This may certainly be faid in favour of* 
the unitarians, that they did not contradict 
themfelves on this fubjedt, but uniformly 
maintained, that theirs was the ancient 
do£lrine, tranfmitted to them from the apof- 
tles I whereas Eufebius manifeflly contra- 
diifls himfelf. He certainly knew that 
Juftin Martyr had not only mentioned uni- 
tarians, as exifling in his time, but had 
alfo treated them with much refpedl ; and 

• to 
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to fay nothing of his own tefttmony, to 
the apoftie John having been the firft who 
taught with clearnefs, and coniequently 
with efFcd, the doArine of t^e divinity of 
Chrift ; he himfelf fpeaks of the Ebjonites 
as cotemporary with Cerinchus^ who by his 
own account lived in the time of the apoitp 
tic John ♦• 

That Eufebius (bould take ib violent a 
part^ as he always, does, againft the ancient 
unitarians! is not difficult to be accounted 
for. He was himfelf ftrongly fufpedled of 
Arianifm, at a time in which the Athanafian 
dodtrine was prevalent, and though a learned 
man, he was not of the firmed tone of mind. 
In thefe circumflances, he would naturally 
snake the moil of fuch preteniions to or-* 
thodoxy as he had, and would be inclined - 
%K> (hew his zeal by invedtives againft thof« 
who were more heretical than himfelf, 
This we fee illuftrated every day. This 
was the caufe why many of the reformers 
from popery joined with the papifls, in the 
perfecution of thofe who were dcfirous of 
lurrying the reformation farther th(i(n theo)* 

^ Hift. lib. 3. cap. 27, 28. p. Uif &c. . 

felY?s, 
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feWes. This might, in fomc mcafure, con- 
tribute to produce the zeal of the Calvinifti 
againf): the Arminians, that of the Armi- 
nians againft the Arians, that of the Arians 
againfl the Socinians, and that of Socinu) 
himfelf againfl Francis David. 

It may be faid, that if the great majority, 
of chriftians in early times were unitarians^ 
why did they not excommunicate the inno* 
vating trinitarians. I anfwer, that the 
dodriac of the trinity, was not, in its ori- 
gio^ fucb as could give n>uch alarm, as I 
havfe already explained ; and it was not ob-i 
truded upon the common people as an ar« 
^icle of faith neceflary to their falvation^ 
or indeed as a thing which they were at all 
concerned to know. And before it. became 
tery formidable, there was a great majortt/ 
of the learned and philofophizing clergy 
on >tf fide. However, that it did gi«e very 
great alarm, as it began to unfold itfelf^ 
I have moduced the moft undeniablo cvi« 
4eacc. 



CHAP. 
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CHAPTER XVr. 

Of the State of the Unitarian DoSlrine after 

the Council of Nice. 

np HAT the unitarians conftituted the 
great body of chriftians till the time 
of Juftin Martyr, and that they were the 
majority at leaft of the common people till 
about the time of the council of Nice, has, 
I prefume, been proved to as much fatif- 
fa<ftion as the circumftances of the cafe 
could be expe<fted to admit. There is 
every rcafon to believe that it was fo a 
priori^ 2l great number of circumftances, 
applied by the cleareft axioms of hiftori- 
cal criticifm, fliew that it mujl have been fc 
And there is likewife the ftrongeft ^g/f/ro^ 
tejiimony to the fad:, from fome of the moft 
confiderable chriftian writers. The uni- 
tarians were the major pars credcntium, in 

the 



Chap. XVI. originally Unitarians. 3 1 9 

the time of Tertullian, they were the rt 
«MjS®-i the multitude^ and the Taoffx^Su, the muU 
titudes of Origcn, and the w «oww?i, the many 
of Athanafius. 

According to Eutychius, who is faid to 
have compiled his annals from the archives 
of the church of Alexandria, there muft have 
been more unitarian bifhops than the Greek 
hiflorians give us any account of. He fays, 
that •* there were two thoufand and forty 
''eight bifliops aflcmbled at the council 
" of Nice, fome of whom were Sabellians, 
'* who believed that Chrift had no being 
** before he was born of the virgin ; others 
*' faying that God was one fubftance called 
** by three names, but not believing in the 
*' word, or the Holy Spirit, which/' he 
fays, '* was the opinion of Paulus Samofa- 
*' tenfis i and that Conflantine having heard 
** their opinions, but approving of that of 
•* three hundred and eighteen, who held 
*' the fame doftrine, he appointed them to 
*' meet in a large room, and gave them 
*' power to make decrees/* The fame 
account Selden, the publisher of £uty« 

chius. 
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^hitts, found hi an Arabian and chnt^ 
tian wfiter^ named Jofeph^ and alfb in 
a celebrated Mahometan hiftorian, Ifmael 
Ebn Ali. 

This account, though feemingly very 
different from that of the other ecclefiaftical 
hiftorians, Beaufobre thinks may be recon* 
oiled with it, if it be fuppofed that the 
bifhops of villages, prefbyters, and thole who 
were deemed heretical, were not allowed to 
have a feat with the reft *• Wormios, he 
obferveSy fays that no fedfcary was allowed ta 
give his opinion in that council *f-. 

* Hiftoire de Manicheifme, vol. I. p. 531. 

f Mittens ergo Conftantinus rex in omnes paffim regiones 
patrTarchas et epifcopos convocavic, adeo ut poft annum 
et duos menfes, Niceae convenirent bis miJIe quadra* 
ginta odo epifcopi, fententiis et religionibus inter fe dif- 

crcpantcs.- Erant qui dicerent chriftum a patrc cfle^ 

inftar flamms ignis quae ab igne flammante dependeret, 
nee priorem diminuere pofterioris ab ipfo derivacioncm. 

Erat que kxc Sabellii et aflfeftarum ipfius fententia. 

Alii chriftum hominem fuifle a divinitate creatum ejurdeia 
cum noftrum aliquo Aibftantiae, filiique principium a 
Maria fuiflTe, ipfumqae cledum qui fubdantise humans 
libcratof efTet, comicanCe rpfum gratia divina, et in ipfb 

P«r 
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That the unitarians were exceedingly 
numerous in the time of Athanafius, or not 
long before it, efpecially in Africa, is evident 
from his complaints on the fubjeift. He 
fays that ** in Pentapolis of Upper Lybia, 

per amorem et voluntatem babitante^ ideoque appella^ 
turn fuiflfe filium dei. Dicentes ^tiam deum fubftantiam 
unam efle, et perfonaoi unam quae tribus nominibus appella* 
tur, nee in verb urn, nee in fpiritum fan£tuni credentes : erat 
baec fententia Pauli Samofateni patriarehae Antiochxni^ 
ejuique fc^torum qui Pauliciani audiunt.— Alii (denique) 
afleruerunt divinitatem Chrifti; qus Pauliappftoli fenten- 
tia eft, nee non epifcoporum trecentorum et o£i:odec.im» 
atiditis ipforum fententiis miratus eft Conftantinus rex 
hanc difcrepantiam, domoque ipfis fepofita in qua loca 
ipfis paravit, difputationes ipfos habere juifit, ut perfpefio 
apud quern vera eflet fides, ipfum fequeretur. Illi ergo 
tercentum et o&odecim in unam fidem, unamque fen* 
tentiam confenferunt, cumque reliqub qui litem ipfis 
moverunt difputantes, illis argunientis fuis fuperiores eva- 
fcrunt fidemque veram declararunt : reliqui autem epiC* 
copi fcntentiif et religionibus inter fe diverfi fuerunt; 
Rex ergo trecentis et odtodecim epifcopis iftia loco quo- 
dam proprio et amplo parato, ipfe in eorum mcdiQ 
confedit, aceeptaque, annulum, gladium et fceptrum 
fuum ipfis tradidit, dicens ipfis, vobis hodte in imperium 
meum poteftatem conceffi, ut in eo faciatis quicquid la- 
oere vobis expedit eorum que ad religionem rite ftabilien* 
4am et fidelium commodum fpefbnt. Seldcn't Eutf* 
chius, p. 439, 440, 443, 444, 

• Vol; IIL Y '* fomt 
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** fome of the bifhops embraced the doc^ 
^* trine of Sabellius, and prevailed fo much, 
** that the Son of God was hardly preached 
" in the churches *.•• 



SECTION !• 

Of the State of the Unitarians from the 
Time of the Council of Nice^ to the Sixth 
Century. 

T N O W proceed to mention the traces I 
have found of unitarians after the coun* 
cil of Nice. And notwithftanding their 
numbers certainly kept decreafing, owing 
to the prevalence of the trinitarian and Arian 
doftrines^ each in their turns favoured by 
the civil powers (which it is remarkable, 
the unitarian dodtrine never was in any age 
or country) it appears from circumftances, 
that the unitarians were in coniiderable num- 
bers, fome holding feparate afTemblies, but 

^ £y IleAxToXffi rm am AiCum Tn¥ixaJla rm^ rw mwMO'wm 

its9fJu»tHt sv reuf ikJiXw^tcuf mtfuriurdcu tot vw9 tv ^fv* De Sen* 
tentia Dionyfiii Qpera, voL i. p. 552* 

many 
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many more concealed in the great body of 
chridians, and joining their public wor(hip« 

It is highly probable that, even long after 
the dodrine of the divinity of Chrift was 
eftablifhed by councils, and the decrees of 
emperors^ many of the common people were 
well known to believe nothing of the mat«» 
(er I and yet^ if they made no difturbance^ . 
and did not think proper to (eparate them« 
felves from the communion of the ortho->- 
dox bifhops, who were not authorized to 
propofe any teft to them^ they were not 
excommunicated. In faft^ they were con^^ 
iidered by the more learned as fimple 
ignorant people, who acquiefced in the 
dod:rine of the humanity of Chrift, becaufe 
they were incapable of comprehending that 
of his divinity^ and the fublime doctrine of 
three perfons in one God* This circum-. 
ftance, together with there being no diftin* 
gui(hed writers among them, and alfo their, 
being mixed and confounded with other fedts, . 
accounts for our hearing fo little of them. 

Many of the Montanifts, befides Praxeas^ 
againil whom Tertullian wrpte, were pro- \ 
bably unitarians. Jerom reprefents the 

Y % Montanifls 
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Montinifts in general, as ^* differing from 
*^ the orthodox in the rule of faith, and 
'* agreeing with the Sabellians */' . 

Sandius fays, that Noetus was iaid hj 
ibme to have been the difciple of the Mon- 
tanifts -f • According to Socrates, Eufebius 
iaid that they who diiUked the term mji- 
fubjlantial at the council of Nice, charged 
their adverfaries with favouring the fenti- 
snents of Sabellius and Montanus X^^ 
, Nicephorus obferves, that ^' Some Mon- 
^ tanifts were Sabellians*'" He alfo ex-« 
prefsly fays, that *^ they denied the per- 
^* fonal exigence of the Son, and that he 
•^ was confubftantial with the Father ||/* 

* Primum in fidei regula difcrepamus, Nos patrem, et 
fflium, et fpiritum fandum in Aia unumquemque pcrfona 
ponimus, licet fubflantia copulemus : iUi, Sabellii dognui 
feflantes, trinitatem in unius perfonae anguftias cogunt. 
Ad MarceUum, Opera, vol. t. p. 414. 

f Hift, p. 97« 

X Oi IJUS9 yotf Ttf ofjoawm tw Xe|iy SMkKofoilis Tiry S«Ci^Xiir ^ 

. Movhttm 3b|ay $icytyti^Bcu avh ra^ vgoahxofuriif cvo^or * 1^ 3ia 
•nfbT»j |5>«^ip»V*«f, oeaXnv^ «>; opcu^isfletirrtfinracfiff t* uin tp Set* 
CI ik voAiv r« ejMttffM vpo^MUfJiem vo^vSnow ii^aym TUf ii^ 
9o^oi3fi(, ug &OamcriJui» 8iffayoila$% ^iilgarolio. Hift. lib. I. cap. 

as- P- 57- 

' I Ot fU9 yap TO ofsjowm yon trfoaufimi^ 3b{ay tffXiB^ ra Man 
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Zonaras alfo fays, that *' Montanus, befides 
*' maintaining that himfclf was the para- 
** clete^ confounded the whole trinity, con- 
^* trading it into one perfon ♦/* Laftly, 
Harmenopulus, in his account of feds, fays 
cxprefsly, that the difciples of Montanns 
reduced the holy trinity to one perfon^. 
Upon the whole, therefore, though Ter- 
tullian was a Montanift, and no unitarian^ it 
may be concluded^ that the prevailing fentx- 
ments of thofe who went by that name 
were; unitarian. Sabellius himfelf is faid 
by Nicephofus, to have learned his doc- 
trine from feme of the Montanifts 1^. Ac^ 
cording to the author of the Appendix to 

to TertuUian's Treatife De Prafcriptiome, 

they were only thofe Montaniih who fol«- 

« 

jMAsp mifwrnm y^rofbt mdi^miaim Hift. lib. 8t cap. 45* 
p. 637. 

* Koi f K cy mfOTtnrcn 7m aytoc» rpiaia aimpn 1^ ^xm^sor* 
Gmones, p. jS. 

Tm Tfuid j^ Tjo moffxpt iiirgtfov, Harmenopulus de Se^tis. 
% Tntg 3k TAW i{ otAff H yrtf09 rof rpu$ mg-dtikHo^i^oraaug 
99 meu iib^affcaf * rcnf aJht >syoik^ f mu «y vdifa ^ um^ cetm 
wiiii|iia * ff{ w fern nm tov AiCtv £aCfX^<0y, rof 1111$ mfi^MK 
0pO^ mrop^a^^Qti^ Hift. vol. i. p. 319. 

¥3 >owc4 



0x6 ^ Unitarians after Pops: IIL 

lowed jSfch^neSy who were unitarians, wbil^ 
^ofe who followed Proclus were not fo** 

The DQnatift^, ajfo, who did not fepa* 
rate from the church on this fiibjefi, are 
yet fa^d to have been afterwards heretical 
with refped to the trinity •{•• 

Jerom ikys, that Poifiatus hirnfelf wrot^ 
z book concerning the Holy Spirit agrgceable 
to the Arian dodrine;}:, which in tl^s rer 
^edlb was the fame as the unitarian. AuftiQ 
alfo fay$^ that he did pot hold the catholip 
4o<9:rine of the trinity, but that he was not 
generally followed by thofe who borfe his 
name. Th^odoret fays, that the Dpnatifl:^ 
ftgree wjth the Arians||. The probability 

f SuQt etiam qui wcHa Produm dicuntun Sunt qui 

fecundum ^fchinem pronunciantur-- — Priyatam auteqi 

blafphemiam illi qui funt HeQ^ ^fchinem banc habent, 

qua adjiciufit etiafn hoc, ut dicant Chriftunni ipfum e(b 

filium et patrem. Se£b. 52. p. 223. 
•f Cur autem folis Donatiflis, qui a fchjfmate pro- 

filuerunt in hsrefim, u^ poftea ctiapi de baptifmate ^t 

divina trinitate male fentirent. Facundus contra Moci- 

lUium, p. 199. 

X Extant ejus multa ad fuam hzrefim pertinentia et 
de fpiritu fan£lo liber, Ariano dogmata congruens* Catap 
logus Scriptorum, Opera, voL i* p* 311. 

I Oilibi 2c McQa fASf Tw aif£V(v roif A^tM ovfAftfcvIm* Lib«4« 
cap. 6. Opera, £d, Halfo^ vol. 4; p. 360; 
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is, that both Montanus and Donatus^ liv- 
ing at a time when the unitarian dodtnne 
was generally received, held it ihemfclves ; 
though their followers,- influenced by the 
fame caufes that affeded other chriftians, 
gradually adopted the philofophical opi-. 
nions. 

That the Pelagians fliould be heretical, 
with refpedl to the dodtrine of the trinity, 
will not be wondered at (though Pelagius 
himfelf is faid to have been orthodox in that 
refpei^) as the unitarians of all ages have 
adopted the fentiments of Pelagius with re* 
fpedt to human nature. Caflian, who met 
with them in Gaul, evidently confidered 
them in this light. For he cenfures them 
as holding that ** Chrifl was a mere man ; 
^' and faying that men may live iinlefs lives, 
•• becaufe Chrift, who was a man, did fo. 
*• They fay, that Jefus became Chrift after 
^^ his baptifm, and God after his refurrec- 
** tion ; the one ariiing from his un(!tion, 
'• the other from the merit of his paffion*." 

* Addiderunt quoque dominum, falvatoremcjiue nof- 
trum poft baptifina fadum tSk Chriftum, poft refurrcdio- 
pcm deum: alterum adfign^nccs unftioncm myflerio, al- 

y 4 tcruni 
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** Othcrwifc/' he fays, ** we ccmc to the 
** Pcl^ian hcrefy, and fay that God dwel- 
^ led io Chrift from a ceruin time, and 
«< came into him, when, by his life and 
** converfation, he dcferved that the power 
** of the divioity fliould dwell in him */' 

Admitting this to be true to any confi* 
derable extent, it will not be doubted^ but 
that the unitarians muH: have been very nu- 
merous, becaufe the Pelagians were fb. 
Perhaps the Pelagians, defcribed by Cafliant 
might be inclined to the opinion of Nefto^ 
rius. But this, as I (haU fhew, did not dif- 
fer from unitarianifm with refpedt to the 
perfon of Chrift. 

tenim meritd paffio^is : unde advertit novns nunc jam, 
xion novae haerefeos autor, qui dominum falvatoremque 
noQrum folitarium hominem natum eflfe contaidit, ide«i 
^omninodtcere quod Pelagianiftae ante dixerunt ; et confe- 
quens errori fuo efTe, ut qui utique fine peccato folitarium 
hominem Jefum Chriftum vixifle aflerit, omnes quoqueper 
fe homnines fine peccato pofle efle blafphcmet. De Incar- 
itttionejib. i.cap. 3. p. 966. Seealfo^p. 10179 lOiS, io65. 
* Alioquin ad illam Pelagianas hasrefeos impietaten^ de* 
volvimur : ut dicamus ex certo tempore habitantem in 
Chrifto deum ; turn in eum fuperveniiTe, quando ille vita 
«t converfatione id promeruerit, ut in fe virtus divinitatis 
kabitaret H«r. lib. 5. cap, 4. p. 1029. 

Marius 
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Maiius Mercator iays, that Julianus, a 
pelagian, adopted the opinion of Theodoras, 
the mafter of Neftorius *• 

The fimplicity of the unitarians is a cir- 
cumflance by which they are generally not* 
cd ; and by this they were likewife con-« 
coaled, as giving no umbrage to any. But 
it does not follow, that becaufe they were 
AyXtA Jimple^ they were perfons of low un- 
derftanding. Tertullian, who gave them 
that epithet, in anfwer to the Gnoftics, who 
likewife applied it to the orthodox chrif- 
^ansj fays, '^ we are reckoned fimple by 
♦* them, but we are not therefore fcnfc* 
*^ Icfs t.'* In a treatife afcribed to Athana- 
fius, the more iimple are reprefented as 
eafily taken with the afTertion, that God the 

• Simul admonere volens Juliapum cxepifcopum oppid| 
Eclanenfis, hxreticum Pelagianum feu caeleftianum, hunc 
fecut|im cfle Theodorum. Opera, p. 40? 

t Ideoque iimplices notamur apud illos» ut hoc tantpm, 
Aon etiam fapientes : quafi ftatim deiicere cogatur a fim-* 

-plicitate fapientia, domino utramque jungcnte: Eftote 
prudentes ut ferpentes et fimplices ut columbse. Aut fi not 

propcerea iniipientes quia fimpUcei. Adv. Valent. feft. %• 
Opera, p. 250, 

logos 
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. logos fufFercd in the flcfh ♦. Bafil reprc- 

fcpts ** fimplicity of faith . as a bait with 

^* wKich the ignorant are drawn to their de-* 

•• ftruaion+/* Writing on the fubjeS of 

jlhe Holy Spirit, be begs that what he wrote 

•• might be concealed from the vulgar^ left 

^*'it fhould be throwing pearls before 

** fwinej.** Gregory Nazianzen alfo muft 

have felt himfelf in the fame fituation, when 

he faid, '^ Have we not fuffered from the 

'* mad populace §/' 

The doftrine of the trinity being confix 
(dered as z fublime dodtrine, the common 
people^ who could not comprehend, or re- 
)ifh it, but who at the fame time made no 
jdiflurbance in the churchy would naturally 

Tat^ MOV 1^ TO mptUii/L^ vuv a^ f IsWfv, Emdcy o 3eo( hoyo^ Cofptu 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 311. 

f T^o it vavh 7Vfi)f iftov, ill axr'jrsf ccr^irfv vf 0$ dava7ov cXx^mJh, 
iTi) ieojln fpovnfuQi ro oTTXtiv mi WJi^atrtai^y om ti SfXeof , 'srcf iCo^Aci, 
fw TA) feuvofjtiV9 rrii^otfioiki oc aTrei^itfoi^ a^vhoa^o^ ju ueoem 71^ 
off^ttoi 'aifiTTOfOiatVm Ad Eunoip* lib. i. Opera, voK i« 
p« 701. 

Tv^fi^^iW De Sp. S. cap. 30. Opera, vol. 2. p. 366* 
§ Oyn rvi5tafitv chiJi(r/ fAMVOufv^^ Or. 32* f*S^S* 

h9 
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be pitied and overlooked. Athanafius, 
confidering the violence of his charader^ 
fpeaks of the unitarians with a good deal of 
tendernefsy on account of the difficulty of 
underftanding the dodrine of the trinity. I 
have quoted a paflage from him, in which 
he reprefents them as (« vo^odi) the man^^ and 
perfpns of a low under/landings but by no 
means as perfons out of the church. Con^ 
trailing them with the Gnoftics and the 
Arians, he fays, '^ fome perfops confidering 
^'what is human ia Chrift, feeing hiiQ 
.** thirftingt labouring, and fu£fcring, and 
." degrading him to a mere man, fin indeed 
•' greatly ; but they may readily obtain for- 
f« givenefs if they repent, alledging the 
*' wcaknefs of the flefti ; and they have the 
^^ apoftle himfelf adminiftering pardon to 
V them, and as it were holding out his hand 
«* to them, while he fays, Truly great is the 
^* myftery ofgodline/s^ God was manifeji in tbt 
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According to him many perfone within 
ths pale of the church, muft either haire been 
iinitarians, or have believed the dodrine of 
the trinity without underftandMg.it, which^ 
in fad. Is no belief at all. For^ being con^^- 
fulted what was to be done with refped to 
the fpread of the doctrine of Paolus Samoia^ 
ISenfis ; after acknowledging that perfons of 
low underftanding were chiefly infeded 
with it, and quoting what Paul fays of the 
^eat myfiay of Godlinefs^ God manifefi in tbe 
fiejh^ he fays» ^* thofe who underftand tht 
^^ fubjed accurately are few, but all pious 
** perfons may hold the faith delivered to 
*« them •." But what kind of holding muft 
it be, when they had no perfed underftand- 
ing of what they held. 

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefents the 
common people as e3ccurable for their errors, 

jo/Tot; cv T» >f7fiv uftooHoy Si KOI o(AtikoyMfiimg fttym tntv m; sy- 
mStioi /Ai/DtfMT, d€®~ fi^avsfA)9if tv ffofm. In illud Evangdij 
jQuicunque dixerit, &c. Opera, vol. i. p. 975. 

* Ofb Tw ^ on^&oy oi^iK cvi^nZcor o^iTwr m, Tiy & 
0Kmrm rwt vfociwSfof v/wudm. De ^ if ^ r jwtifrnf contn 
ff SsMiobL Open, vol. i. p. 59SI. 

) and 
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luid fafe from not being difpofed .to fcru* 
cinize into things *• 

Unitarians, however, were far from bein# 
dl of the common people, and unlearned* 
There were fcveral confiderable writers 
among them. " Beryllus of Boftra," Ni- 
tephorus iays, "left elegant writings bc-i 
« hind himf ;• Marcellus and Photinua 
diftinguiihed themfelves as writers, and 
Gregory Nazianzen fays, that the heretics 
boafted of the number of their books J* v 
Unhappily there are none of them now 
tetant. 

* After the eflabli(hment of orthodoxy b/ 
Conftantine, " all the feds/' fays Eufcbius^ 
^ were forbidden to hold feparate afTem* 
^' blies;'' and among the reft the unita- 

m. ug c»$^ m9Mam$ t« aSmnmrm. Oratio %u Opatf 
p. 388. 

f £y 9^ 0, Tf Tiff nmia Borfoy mfoSw w Bcfu^Tkif , ^»fMftr 
93n^ 9yF^ff0IJt^Mia mSakttifOi^ Hift. lib. 5. Cjip. 15. vdI. i, 

»• 363- 

«rfc Tw VfHFf itKta^wi h TTti voA^. Or. 50. p» 744* . 

liaos. 
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rians, called Paulians, are mentioned *. But 
this did not make them change their opi«* 
nions^ For he fays that^ aft^r Conftan** 
tine's edidt againfl: herefy» fome, terrified 
with the emperor's threats, came into the 
church, diiTembling on account of the 
times. ** For, the law forbidding tho 
'* publication of their books^ fooie who 
^* were taken asking contrary to the law^ 
^' on that account, confulted their fafety 
** by every diilimulation •f'/' 

This accounts for the great number of 
nnitarians that Facundus mentions, as being 
in the churchy in the time of Theodofius. 
Their opinions muft have been well known^ 
or he could not have been acquainted with 

* 'E/itiynAt wviiam; voiuAi^ia/; toeSk; u Nai«i7iaioi, OmiXcv- 
Imw, MaefXM'virax, Ticu/>Aavoi^ oi Mala ra; ffvyag iTFixsMkn/WKH, not 
voiflc; a^t^ui 01 rof aiftatig ha rm ouaun «rADf inSc; ^vnyioSftw— 

eu9 Tt Sta TV vofjui thIh trgoayo^tuofdxvy fiiilii v/mw ffwaytw tv ^osni 
TQ\»i07). De Vita Conft. lib. 3. cap« 64. p. 6zi* 

vxtiivoiio^ rev Moifov xaleifdmuofAsvoi . sttbi 3c xai iiiftwoff^ai rv^ 
atifw rof fiiSxttg ii',rro^uiy vofM^ * nXt^xorTo t^Ts OTntpyjovag oc 
tumAux'^ f^i^Msf * H ^ X^i^i 'Bait E^forToy^ n^ycta Tuy CAir 
fioy vofiCcifUvof. Ibid, p. 622. 

them { 
3 
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tfaem s but they were not molefted, while 
they did not moled others, and wi(h6d only 
to be quiet. 

As the paiTage in his writings^ from 
which I infer this, is a pretty remarkable 
one, I (hall cite it at full length. Speaking 
of the condemnation of Theodorus (the 
mailer of Neftorius, whofe fyftem differed 
very little from that of unitarianifm) in 
whofe favour he is writing, he fays, that 
^* in condemning him, they condemned all 
*^ thofe who thought as he did, even though 
•* they afterwards changed their opinion. 
** —What will they do with Martha, and 
** then with Mary, the fifters of Lazarus^ 
•* who were particularly attachgiJ to our 
*• Lord, while he was upon earth. And yet 
** both of them,firfl: Martha, and then Mary, 
<^ are faid to have fpoken to him thus, LorJ^ 
^^ if thou hadji been bere^ my brother had not 
** rf;V^; who, though they thought that he 
** was the Son of God, who was to come 
** into the world, yet could they not have 
'* faid, if thou hadji been here^ if they had 
*• believed him to be God omniprefent. 
** They therefore only thought as Theo- 

** dor us 
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*^ dorus is faid to have done, and were 
^* excommunicated along with him. And 
** how many of this kind do wc know^ by 
•• the writinga of the apoAles and evange- 
^^ lifts^ there were at that time i and how 
^* many even now are there . (till, in the 
common herd of the faithful, who by 
only partaking in the holy myfteries^ 
*^ and by a iimple obf^prvance of the com- 
** mandments, we fee pleafing God i when 
«/ even the apoftles themfelves, the firft 
*^ teachers, only thought as thofe whom we 
** fee to be included in this condemnation 
<« of Theodorus */' 

* Condemnaverunt omnes ab ipfo in quern ilium in* 
ddifTe putant crrorc converfos. — Ubi quid agent cte Mar- 
tha et Maria, fororibus Lazari, quae familiari devotione ipfi 
domino dum hie in carne degeric adhseferunt. Et tamen 
utraque, id eft, prius Martha, ac deinde Maria, legitur illi 
dixifle, domine ii fuifles hie frater meus non fuiilet mor* 
tuus. Quae licet crederent quo4 ipfe eflet filius dei qui in 
mundum veniflet, tamen non iiccrcnt Jifu{ffis hicy fi eum 
cognofcerent ficut deum, ubique efTe prefentem. Eadem 
ergo fapuerunt quar dicitur fapuiflfe TheodoruS) et cum 
Theodoro fimul anathematifatae funt. £t quantos vd eo 
tempore in evangcliis et apoftolicis fcrtptit tales fuifle cog- 
novimus ? Quantos etiam nunc tales in grege fidelium, 
(ola fan^lorum myileriorutn particpittone, et fimplki 

praeceptorum 
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If this was the cafe in the time of Theo- 
dofiusj there can be no doubt of its having 
been fo in the time of Conftantine^ and 
that it continued to be fo long afterwards. 
The candour of Facundus towards thcfc 
fimple unitarians is remarkable, and is well 
illuftrated by his account of the (late of the 
^chriftian faith in the time of the apoflles. 
Speaking of thofe who believed Chrift to 
be a mere man, he fays, *• The apoftles 
•• themfelves were once imperfed in the 
*• faith, but never heretics, . For while 
^* they believed too little concerning Chrift, 
** they received power to caft out unclean 
*' fpirits, and to cure difeafes, when our 
^< Lord fent them, and gave them a com- 
** mifiion. If, therefore, the apoftles, ia 
*• jthc very tiipe of their ignorance, were 
^* not heretics, how can any one call thefe 
'* fo who died fuch," &c. * ? He fays, 

prseceptorum obedientia, placentes deo vidimus ; cum et 
ipfi primi paftores ejus apoftoli fic aliquando fapuerunt, 
quos omnes cum Theodoro vidimus in hoc anathemate 
condemnatos. Pro Defenfione trium Capiculorum, lib. 
JO. cap. 7. p. 162. 

* Cum ipfi apoftoli aliquando fuerint in fide imper^ 
fe£H, nunquam tam.en hieretici. Curoquc adbttc parumde 

Vot. m. Z arifta 



338 Unitarians after Book III. 

^^ the woman who touched Chrii^'s gar- 
** ment did not take him to be God ^Z' 

This teftimony of Facundus may teach 

U89 that we are not to take it for granted^ 

that thp unitarians were extin£k at any par-* 

ticular time, merely becaufe they are by 

fome writers /aid to be fo. Epiphaniui 

fays, that '* the herefy of Artemon was 

*^ extind, when it was revived by Paulus 

^* Samofatenfis *f-." But it could only be 

that there were few, or none, who went 

publicly by that name The mcvom^ tbt 

many of Athanafius were, no doubt, uni^ 

tarians, though they might not be calU 

m 

Chrifto cfederent, magnam poteftatem acceperunt fpiri- 
tuum immundonim, ut ejicerent cos, et curarent omnem 
kuiguorem et omnem iniirmitatem^ mittente eos domino^ 
atque mandante, euntes praediatto^ dicentes, quia adpropin* 
quavit regnum ccelorum. IniirmoB curate, mortuos fuf- 
citate, leprofos mundate, daemones ejicite, gratis accepifti^, 
gratis date. Si verb apoftoli nee in ipfo ignorantiae fax 
tempore fuerunt haeretici, qua ratione quifquam cos qui 
tales de hac vita traniierunt, affirmare poffint baereticos I 
Lib. 12. p. 184*. 
♦ Ibid. p. 183: 
*f ApSfi^ h Tr\ diavoiay sIetco'e m; aXY&tlotc^ not oa/tMomn tv 

Cso^cw. Haer. 65. Opera, vol. !• p. 608- 

3 • ^^ 
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cd Artemonites. On the other hand, we 
are not to give to particular perfons who 
diftinguiflied themfelvcs in the defence of 
the unitarian dodlrind, all the converts they 
arefaid to have made. They, no doubt,' 
found them unitarians, though they might 
be more encouraged by thofe leaders to de** 
clattf themfelves more openly. But we (hall- 
find, that when all their great leaders were* 
gone, they did not want boldnefs in aflert* 
ing their principles, which is a proof that 
they did not want numbers. 

The number of followers that hiftorians 
give to Marcellus of Ancyra, the capital of 
Galatia, and alfo to his difciple Photinos, 
bifhop of Sirmium, in Pannonia, is pro* 
digious ; and the effects of their labours 
are faid to have remained a long time. The 
former, though living in troublefomc times, 
and probably being induced to make fome 
improper compliances, is, notwithftanding, 
noted for the courage with which he, for 
fome time at leaft, maintained . his opi- 
nions. That he was not cafily overborne 
by authority, Eufebius, his antagonifl, tefti- 
lies, when he i(^ys, that '< he made no acr 

Z 2 " count. 
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*« count of the Fathers of the church*.*' 
Alluding to the preaching and writings of 
of Marcellus, Hilary fays, '' Galatia has 
*' brought up many to the profeffion ,of 
'' one God ; and," alluding to Photinds/ 
'* Pannonia wickedly maintains that Jefus 
*• Chrift was born of Mary," i. c. that he 
did not exiil before his birth -f-. This 
writer complains heavily of the diftrefled 
fituation of the truth among fo many here- 
fies, and more than intimates, that the 
followers of Photinus, though often con- 
demned, were not fufficiently feparated from 
the church. The mifchief^ he fays, was 
^within \ . 

* O/iiS T£ 'aavlag jsg EkxXno'iariMBg valifa; a^ilu. Contra 
Marcellum, lib. i. p. 19. 

f Impie multos ad unius dei profeffionem Galatia nu- 
trivit — Peftifere natum Jefum Chriftum ex Maria Panno* 
nia defendit. Lib. 7. p- 131. 

X Nihil folicitudini mese, nihil confdentise vacat. Sub 
fpecula enim omnium h^reticorum ad occafiones fingu* 
lorum verborum in os meum pendentium loquor, et omniSf 
fermonis mei iter aut anguftiis prseruptum, aut foveis m« 
cifum, aut laqueis praetenfum cfl. Jam quod arduum aut 
difficile fit minus conqueror ; non meis enim, fed apofto- 
licis fcando gradibus. Mihi vero aut in anguftias dccidere, 
aut in dcfoffa i^cidcrc, aut plagis illaqucari. Temper in pe- 
' ' riculo,- 
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Photinus, though violently oppofed by 
the Arian emperor Conftantius (Hilarius 
Contra Conftantium, p. 332) was remark- 
ably popular in his fee, and elfewhere ; for 
an account of which fee Sozomcn, lib. 4. 
cap. 6. p. 135 5 and ** though excommuni- 
*^ cated and condemned, he could not be re- 
•* moved/' fays Hilary, *' on account of the 
** afFedlion that the people had for him*/' 
as his language ought to be interpreted. 
And it is particularly remarkable, that 
though Photinus was fo obnoxious to the 

liculoy femper in metu eft. Prxdicaturo enim, fecundiun 
legem, et prophetas, et apoftolos, unum deuin, adcft miht 
Sabellius, totum me Tub vcrbi hujus profef&one, tanquam 
defideratum cibum, morfu fzviffimo tranfvorans. Nc- 
gantem me rurfum, contra Sabellium, unum deum, et 
cpnfitentem verum deum dei iilium, expc£lat npva hxre* 
fis, et a me duos deos arguat praedicari. Natum quoque 
dei filium ex Maria, di6luro, Hebion, qui et Photinus 
affiftit ; audoriutem mendacii fui, ex profcffionc veri- 
tatis, Aimpturus. De cxtcris taceo, qui ab omnibus extr^ 
^cclefiam effe non ignorantur. Hoc vcro 4amnatMm, et 
abjedum licet frequentur, fed internum hodie ad hue malum 
eft. Lib. 7. p. 131. 

• Fotinus haereiicus comprehcnfus, olim reus pronun- 
ciatus, et a communione jampridem unitatis abfciiTus, neq 
tum quidem per fadionem populi potuit admovcri. Fr^ig- 

mcDUt p. 441. 

Z 3 orthodox 
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orthodox, on account of his principles, 
his moral character was never impeached. 
A high encomium on him may be feen in 
Philaftcr*. And when he was expelled 
from his fee by the arm of power, he en^ 
joyed an honourable retirement, and em^ 
ployed himfclf in writing books, in which, 
befides promoting the caufc of chriftiajnity 
in general, he boldly maintained his pecu- 
liar opinions. *^ Photinus," fays Jerom, 
** endeavoured to revive the herciy of the 
'•* Ebionitcs, and wrote many voliunes, the 
*' chief of which are againft the heathens, 
*^ and the books to Valentinian-f-." So-^ 
crates fays, that ** he wrote againft all herc- 

* Nam erat et ingenii viribus valens, et dodrinae opibus 
excellens, et eloquio prxpotens ; quippe qui utroque fer- 
mone copiofe, et graviter difputaret et fcriberet : ut mo- 
numentis librorum fuorum manifeftatur, quos idem partim 
Grseco, partim Latino fermone compofuit, Gip. i6. Bib, 
Pat. vol. 5« p. 71* 

i* Photinus de Gallogrsecia, Marcelli difcipulus, Sirmii 
epifcopus ordinatus, Hebionis haereGm inftaurare conatus 
eft : poftea, a Valentiniano principe pulfus ecclefia, plura 
fcripfit volumina, in quibus vel prxcipui funt, contra gcn> 
tes, et ad Valentini^num libri, Catalogus, Opera, voL i. 
p. 316, 

" iics, 
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** fics, propofing only his own opinion */' 
!' Though bani(hed," fays Sozomen, *' he 
y continued to defend his opinion, knd 
^' wrote books in the Greek and Latin 
V tongues, in which he endeavoured to 
^' ihew that all opinions, were falfe except 
'• his own -f-." That he continued ftre- 
nuQUjfly to maintain his opinions, notwith« 
Aanding his perfecution and banilhment, is 
evident from all the accounts we have had 
of him. Nicephorus fays, that ^^ what 
^' Photinus laboured in all his writings 
^^ was, that all opinions befides his own 
5* were nothing*." 

Of all the theological works of the an- 
cients, 1 own that I regret moft of all the 
^ofs of thofe of Photinus, and efpecially his 
trcatife againjl berefies. An impartial ac- 

* Siyfafi iiEMtja vaavv atgiffiuv^ ro outsiov imsvw ioyfAa vagai^ 
'UtfAoo^. Lib. 2. cap. 30. p. 129. 

t 9o^tivoi % fetryw fuSaiixaff^y v3f iSu; e/reafcah ro outtuif 
avynf^ 3b7/ua * ^078; re m ?ofimwxai E^Toivvy fmm wftfci^ 

carofasveif. Lib 4. cap. 6. p* ^SJ* 

X O i^ sa^jnUadlo reu^ yfo/fatg ijy, vxnv mg ouuut^ rag ruv 
/ix^ow Solo; fOiSev i^oi avrftvui eiiKsyx^^* L^* 9* ^^P* 3^* 

P- 755- 

Z 4 count 
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account o( his conference with Bafil of 
Ancyra, would be exceedingly valuable. 
A few things that are quoted from him I 
ihall produce in my accoufit of the argu- 
ments ufed by the ancient unitarians in 
defence of their principles. That his writ- 
ings were not thought meanly of by his ad- 
verfarieSy appears by their frequent notice of 
them, and the anfwers that were written to 
them long after his death. Among others, 
Vigilius Martyr, about the year 500, wrote 
agaiiift Photinus, as well as Sabellius and 
Arius *. -^ 

Both Photinus and Marcellus were ob- 
noxious to the Arians, but Marcellus more 
particularly, perhaps, for not having ap- 
proved of the condudt of the Arians with 
refpedt to Athanafius, who always (hewed 
a kindnefs for him -f-. 

There are fcvcral traces of there being 
great numbers of unitarians in the time of 
Auftin. 

* Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 546. 

f Athanafii, Opera, vol. i. p. 813. Nicephori, Hift. 
li^. 8* cap. 53* vol. i. p. 663. 

There 
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There appears to have been Photinians 
who even held open aflemblies at Sir- 
mium^ contrary to a law of the emperor 
Gratian, A. D* 381 ; when the bifhops pf 
the council of Aquileia petitioned the em- 
perors to take farther meafures with refped: 
to them*." The words invifible and im^ 
pajfible, Ruffinus fays, were added to the 
creed in the church of Aquileia, on account 
of the Sabellian, or patripailian herefy, 
though they were not in the creed at 
Romc-f-, Jerom fpeaks of Ancyra, the ca- 
pital of Galatia, as forely over-run with 
various herefies in his time;}:; and yet, 

* Photinianos quoque quos et fuperiori lege cenfuidis, 
nollos facere debere conventus, profit jam et facerdotum 
concilio fententia in eos lata ed. Petimus infuper, ut 
qiioniam io Syrmienfi oppido adhuc conventus tentare eos 
eognovimus, dementia veftra, interdi£hi hac ejus coitione, 
'Beverentiam primum ecdefias catbolicae, deinde etiam legt- 
bus veflris deferre jubeat. Ambrofii^, Opera, vol. 5. p. 167. 

f His additur invifibilem et impaflibilem. Sdendum 
quod duo ifti fermones in ecdefiae Romans fymbolo non 
habentur, conftat autem apud nos additos, haerefeos caufa 
Sabellii illius profe^to, quae noftris patripaffiana appellatur. 
In Symbol, p. 173. 

X Scit mecum qui vidit Ancyram metropolim Galatiae^ 
dvitatem, quod nunc uFque fcifmatibus dilacerata fit. 

quod 
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Ambrofe, his cotcmporary, fpeaks of the 
herefies of Photinus, Arius, and SabelUus, 
as being extindt, but fays that, that of the 
Manicheans prevailed ^« But as it is well 
known that the herefy of Arius was far 
from being extindt at that time, fo it is no 
lefs evident that that of Pbotinus had many 
adherents. 

Sabellianifm was one of the five berefies^ 
as he calls them, againd which. AufUa 
thought it more particularly neceflary to 
write. The other four were thofe of the 
Pagans, the Jews, the Manicheans, apd the 

Ariansf. It is alfo to the unitarians that 
he refers in the following paflage, *^ Let 
•* us not," fays he, •* hear thofe who fay 
** there is only the Father, and that he has 
** no fon, nor that there is a Holy Spirit^ 
** but that the Father himfelf is fometimes 
** called the Son, and fometimes the Holy 

€]uod dogmatum varietatibus conQuprata. In Gal. cap. s. 
Opera, vol. 6. p-i34« 

* Poflca quam Photimis obmutuit, Arius conticuit, Sa- 
bellius voccm perdidit, adhuc tamen ha^rcfcs diverfa con- 
tra ecclefiam cxercntes ora confpicio. Apologia, David 
cap. 4. p. 508. 

t DcQ^iinqueHxicfibus, Opera, vol. 6. p. 35- 

•* Spirit.'' 
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«* Spirit*/' Lardncr fays, that the fre- 
quent notice which Auftin takes of the 
Sabellians, in his trads and fermons to the 
people^ is an argument that in his time 
there was fome confiderable number of 
perfons who maintained his opinion f. 
Paulinus of the fame, age, fpeaks of heretics 
in his time, who faid, that ^^ ChriH: was 
" God by adoption," from which he in- 
fers, that ** they muft think him to be a 
*' mere man J." 

If we look towards the eaft, where Bafil 
and the two Gregories were then flourifh- 

ix)g» ^c ^^11 fii^d Ai^l louder complaints 
of the prevalence of herefy, and efpecially 
that of the unitarians. For it is to be ob- 
ferved that, as it was fome time before the 

* Nee cos audlamus qui dicunt patrem tantummodo 
efle, nee habere filium, ncc efle cum eo fpiritum fanftum: 
fed ipfum patrem aliquando appellari filium, aliquando 
fpiritum fandlum. De Agcn. Chrid. cap. 13. Opera, vol. 
3. p. 268. 

f Credibility, vol. 4. p. 606. 

X Aut certe purum eum hominem fine deo natum 
(quod cogitare impium eft) necefle eft fateantur, ac per 
hoc quafi eguerit adoptione a patre in iilium fit adoptatus. 
Adv. Felicem, Bib. Pat. vol. 5. p. 435, 

gofpel 
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gofpel was propagated with fuccefs in the 
wcftern parts of the Roman empire, not till 
the doftrine of the divinity of Chrift had 
made confidcrable progrefs, the chriftianity 
of thofc parts was always what was called 
more orthodox than that of the eafl, where 
the gofpel was firft^ preached, and confe- 
quently, where the prejudices of chriftians 
in favour of the old unitarian dodtrine were 
ftronger than in other places. 

Cyril of Jerufalem complains of heretics, 
both Arians and unitarians, as in the bofbm 
of the church. *^ Now/' fays he, *' there 
*' is an apoftacy ; for men have departed 
•^ from the right faith, fome confounding 
" the Son with the Father/' meaning the 
unitarians, ^* others daring to fay that Chrift 
" was created out of nothing,'' meaning 
the Arians. " Formerly heretics were 
** open, but now the church is full of con^- 
** cealed heretics*." 

€:'»•> tic TO Eivcu 'sra^ «'fx^fv7a Mytiv rc>.fAM(riv . km 'spSt^ fitv rffon 
Cyrilli, Catcch. 15. p. 209. See alfop. 5. 

Complaints 
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Complaints of the fprcad of herefy, both 
that of the unitarians, and that of the 
Arians, by Bafil himfelf, and his cotein- 
pories^ are particularly loud and inceflknt. 
The opinions. he moft complains of were 
fuch as were held by the common people^ 
though many of the clergy were alfo in- 
fected ; and what is remarkable, the male- 
contents complained loudly of Bafil's inno* 
vations, both with refpedt to dodtrines, and 
practices. For fome time Bafil, though 
furnamed the Great, was obliged to give 
way to the ftorm, and to retire from his 
diocefe ; and yet, this it feems was a dan- 
gerous ftcp. For according to him, the 
moft unremitted afliduity was neceffary to 
guard their flocks from fcdudtion. " If 
'* any perfon," fays he, ** leave his diocefe 
*' for the (horteft time, he leaves the com- 
** mon people expofed*." 

To give my readers a clear idea of Bafil's 
fituation, I fhall kh&, from his writings a 
few pafTages, which will give us a fujfH- 

+ ^i yecf rig HOi iffpof TO P^axfiaScrj TJjf aotXHffia^ oAl aTrcratn 
iMioUi aftifftt 'ng^^^rotf i^tiptid^ffi^ Bafilii Epift. Ixx. Opera^ 
vol. 3. p. 114. 

cient 
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cient infight into it ; and the cafe appears 
to have been the fame through the whole oi 
Afia Minor, but more efpccially in Galatia; 
which had been the diocefe of Marcellus. 
** Groan with us/* fays Bafil, ** the only 
^' begotten is blafphemed, and there is no 
" one to contradi<a it */' Gregory Na- 
2ianzen reprefents him as abfolutely ba- 
ni(hed for holding opinions different fronf 
thofe of his people -f-* 

The difficulties of Bafil were occafioned 
both by the Arians, and the unitarians^ 
but chiefly the latter; though they both 
agreed in decrying the novel dodtrine of 
the divinity of the Holy Spirit, which was 
the great topic of contrdverfy, as has been 
already feen, at that particular time. All the 
following paflTages (hew that his ftrongeft 
apprehenfions were from the unitarians, 
the difciples of Sabellius, Marcellus, and 
Paulus Samofatenfis. ** We are torn i(i 
** pieces," he fays, ** on one fide by the 

miiri. Epift. 70. Opera, vol. 3. p. II4. 

i Oiyeucu t(opiav innp rn; aXn^iOi McSaxfi^i^^ Or. 20* 
p. 364. 

*' Anomeans, 



Chap. XVI. tbc Council of Nice. 35 1 

** Anotneans, and on the other by SabcK- 
** lias *." ** Is not the myftcry of godlf- 
** nefs every where laughed at; the bifliops 
•* continuing without people, and without 
** clergy, having nothing but an empty* 
*• name, able to do nothing for the ad- 
** vancement of the gofpel of peace and 
** falvation. Are there not difcords con-. 
•' cerning God, and blafphemy, from the 
'* old impiety of vain Sabellius -f-." *• Yoa. 
" know, fays he, " my dear brethren, thar 
" the doftrine of Marcellus, overturns all 
** our hopes, not acknowledging the Son> 
** in his proper perfonality J." 

Bafirs enemies alledged the authority of 
his predeceflbr, the famous Gregory Thau- 
maturgus, as he is now generally called, as if 

• XoCcM^. Epift. 64. Opera, vol. 3. p. 100. 

t Ovxi ?tAa7ai to fuya rft^ tu^^aoi fAUTK^iov^ o^ anu }^a mat 
ii>anpi VKicrxovm vspiefx^fjievm^ hoi ovofjM ^^>^ 'Bipiff^vkjf^ sSb 
h KcOo^^niiuv eig wfow^njy t« fi/ny/eMa Tnj RfW>J5 koi (ruliifiag ; ag^i 

Of VFfI TK ^E8 XOTOI VO^* CoHu 'V^lfpEI^ BlOV 6tff^m i<9ypLC[br9^ Tlfi 

moCKaua; aa-E€etag ts /laOaiop^vos l,aCt>JuH^ % avln nv drnvtuituntg 
t» r»g avflayfJUMVf. Epift. 293. ibid. p. 284. 

X Otiak^ e^expoi TifMwlaloi^ dli 'sacrg Y,fxm mg tMrihg a&simw 

Epift. 74. ibid. p. 126. 

he 
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he had held that •* the Father and Son were 
•• two in conception, but one in hypoftafis/' 
This he does not abfolutely deny, but fays, 
•* that it was advanced by him not fcrioufly^ 
** but only in difputation */* 

Writing to the clergy of the church of 
Neocasfarea, he fays, that SabelJius the 
Lybian, and Marcellus of Galatia, were the 
real authors of the dodrines taught by his 
oppofers. He complains heavily of the 
violence with which they oppofed him, 
and that they had the affurance to call his 
doftrines mifchicvous ones -f-. 

* 11; ofa rp»YOfut eiTTovlo; sv otBto'Ei ^inoi^^ veSepa kcu um 
rJCKoioL iJLSv itvcu d</o, vTroroffst ^i cv . Tilo hy oli a icyficQiHug apHai^ 
oX^* ayoivirum £v t)} 'Srfo; AiAtovop SioXc^i. Epift. 64* Opera, 
vol. 3. p. lOi. 

t Xa0exx<o( a AiGui^ xm Mof xcV^ Ta>alni fM90i f» vcdkw ih>^ 
ftncrcof^ ftM ii^cu Totula xou ypa^^atj amf vuv vecf ift/m^ uf iitaiav- 
luv iupt\tucSa tJTix^ipiat 'ogoafB^Eivoi Ha&nyaiAevot th hoas^ ^ojaRcuvoHh 
<m 'p^aTni Mu Jih c(( vi^avnv xcQaafumf i^oeyayttv ra avpto'/jtaict 
rceJIa^ mcu ts; vapaXoyi^/iAs; Eiapftavli; . Ah pi9a xou ofpila xoS** 
%fM¥ Svy^nyofif^ti xcu 'savia rpovov jag avviuxw ^¥^ otx^nmn . 
Tmo; cvEXcv > »X' "^^ ^^f '^^^^ tt^ovn^oi^ iouluv iiiaypianv tkpyxflv v- 
fopfiifiicyM ; 01 yi zm roa-iilw rifjuov Kcdnivcua-xw^caf^ ajtb ueu OfiifH^ 

fihaSifoi. Epift 63. Opera, vol. 3. p*95* 

It 
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It is acknowledged that, in general, the 
unitarians were of the lower fort of people; 
yet, in Bafil's diocefe many of them were 
thofe of better condition. He complains of 
the leading men in his own church ' being 
addicted to the opinions of Sabellius and 
Marcellus, and of their being diffatisfied 
with his pfalms, his new mode of finging, 
and his inftitution of monks*. He parti- 
cdlarly mentions an excellent perfoh, of the 
name of Terentius, as having joined the 
Paulians> in a pafTage in which he makes 
great complaint of the progrefs of that feft, 
of their boldnefs, the publication of their 
confeffions of faith, and threatening to join 
bis church f* This would not have been 
thought of, if their number had not been 
very confiderable. Bafil himfelf was charg- 
ed with having been a favourer of the uni- 
tarian dodtrine, and even with having writ- 

* Epift. 63. Ibid. p. 95. 

^dci, TOi$ yfOfAfjLoffnv^ uia jy vtrof vp&tivta^cu^ «; c^i rath ihifuig 

agniyrc^, olt vTnr/ayovlomfo^ mv vTTtp auluv aTaiw^ rot vavla apr 
rov ovS^ Ttpeflw. Epift. 272. Ibid. p. 268. 

Vol. III. A a ten 
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ten in defence of it ; but this he abfolutely 

denies, appealing to God for the truth of his 

declaration*. 
In this age it was the cuftom to apply to 

the church of Rome/ in any difficulties from 
the diftant churches of the empire ; a cir- 
cumftance which greatly contributed to ad- 
vance the power and infolence of that 
church. And it was chiefly by means of 
the overbearing influence of this church, 
that thofe doftrines^ which are generally 
termed orthodox^ got eftabli(hed» Bafil re«> 
quefted that perfons might be fent from 
Rome to condemn the herefy of Marcellus, 
faying, that ** to this day, in all the letters 
V* they fend, the herefy of Arius is anathe- 
•* matized, where no fault was found with 
•* Marcellus, who brought in a contrary he- 
** refy, affcding the very being of the deity 
*^ of the only begotten Son, and giving a 
•^ wrong fenfe to the word logos -f-." 

liiofAa r9i expiliH auivo to "Sfonfcv f^cvnfMi to tik «rvyxy<ruii tav 
wnraaroay ev » ti ao-sSirah euficti tv Ze^tMii anfoAii . rSo ftn 
w ywpifMaf TV Sea), r» to; MOfi^ yiwno^^ Epift. 345. ^bid« 

P- 339- 

t E^i fAixpi TV Rw cv man9 Uf nrift>Xim yfaptfuwny tw /m» 
iy^muiAw Afuw can }^ 9uS» wfeAt/AtBitofitg ly rm m^hmw sfiipi- 

Ma 
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Gregory Nafsiansen, who was cotempo- 
rary with Balil^ complains of the fmall 
tiuraber of the orthodox, faying, •* they 
*♦ were the fmallcft of the tribes of Ifrael*.*' 
And yet Optatus, who was cotemporary 
with him in Africa, fpeaks of all heretics 
as extind, and the Sabellians among the reft, 
their very names being unknown in Af- 
rica -f*. But if this had been the cafe, we 
ihould never have heard of the complaints 



Ciuof iTnhiia/Jtivci^ m^ its cahut nrn vxof iof 7ng m ftowyiMt; dioUo; 

fUft4^ tTTiifeytafls; fanoilai. £pi(l*52. Ibid. p. 80« 

* Km tf vafn^a reus aptSfAHfjamig rw ^oPsiCJV^ uie rcn voi/mmp 

I9 vim I^f^<^ TiDr o^iTOfttv nr xi^<<9i^<i^ b3a» rnf fAmpa; Bn9Ai^ 
woiicvfWfiXps^y^ifvoLlm^ wv t£ x) tor apCK ko^; t^ yim^mfAttog 
1^ ctSofAOost trap ois vcOnf v^cu^ i^ ims iffotiSm^ ^ rnnvfia ar^iW 
cwHoiatiilou^ Or. 2. p* 48. 

f Hjereticos cum errotibus fuis mortuos, et ebUvione ~ 
jim fepultoi, quodammodo refufcitare voluifti, quorum pef 
pravincias Africanas non folum vitia^ fed etiain nomixa 
videbantur ignota. Marcion, Praxeas, Sabelliuf, Valcnti* 
nusy et czteri temporibus fu'is a Vi£torino Pi£lavienfi, et 
Zepherino UrbicO) et Tertulliano Cartbaginienfi, ufque ad 
Cataphrygas ; et ab aliis adfertoribua ecclefiae CathoUcai 
iiiperati funt* Lib* i • p; 9. 

Aaz of 
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of Auftin^ who refided in Africa at the fame 
time. 

We have likewife boafts of the esctindion 
of herefy in Chryfoflom. But, by his own 
evidence, they^may be proved to be prema^ 
ture. He fpeaks of all heretics by name 
as extinct j; and among the reft the Arians 
are mentioned, which is known to have 
been by no means the cafe ** It may 
even, with fome probability, be inferred 
from this writer himfclf, that notwith- 
ftanding the prohibitions of government, the 
unitarians of that age had the zeal and 
courage to hold public aflemblies. For, 
fpeaking of the unitarians, he fays, ** Let us 
<« avoid their afTemblies, and learning the 
•* eternal exiftcnce of the Son, his power as 
'* the maker of the world, &c. let us hold 
^' the truth+," &c. 

It appears from the writings of Chry- 
foftom, that, in his time, many pcrfons were 
much attached to the religion and cuftoms 
of the Jews ; and it is very probable, that 

♦ De Pfeudoprophetis, Opera, vol. 6. p. 479. 

\ 9ivy»fju9 T01YS9 cojlm m; aWJjryai^ jy fiaSov)es ts ftofoycni; 

7on 7v» oMffiaa^. In Pf. 8. Opera, vol. 3. p. 122. 

the 
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the dodlrine of the unity of God, of which 
the Jews were ftrenuous affertors, might be 
^ principal inducement to it, efpecially as 
fome who were fond of the Jews are reprc- 
fented as continuing in the church. ^^ Let 
*^ the Jews," fays he, •* learn this, and 
^^ thofe who rank with us, and yet think as 
<* thev do •/' 

No perfon fpeaks with more triumph of 
the extindion of herefy, especially that of 
the unitarians, than Theodoret ; and yet his 
account is flatly contradided by Facundus^ 
in the paffage above (quoted from him. An4 
as Facundus wrote after Theodoret, at may. 
be taken for granted, that the unitarians 
were more numerous in the time of Theo-* 

• » C ' . 

doret than they were in his. 

Theodoret reprefents the cities in his 
neighbourhood as full of heretics when he 
came into the diocefe; mentioning the 
Arians, Eunomians, Manichaeans, Marcio* 
nites, Valentinians, and Montan^fls, and 
even heathens and Jewsj when himfelf, who 

m h tHiiwy fpmfki* Horn. 38. Opera, vol. x. p« 525. 

> 
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maintained the evangelical truth was ex^ 
eluded from all cities *. Though he doe$ 
not mention unitarians, it will appear pro- 
bable, from what has been feen above, that 
they were intended by the term Montanifts. 
He boafts, however, of his having purged 
his diocefe of all thoie herefies, efpecially 
that of the Marcionites +« In another 
place, he particularly fpeaks of the uni- 
tarians as extind, and as an event pro-* 
duced by that power which' rebuked the 
deep. If, iv, 27. and " dried it up, who fays 
^* to the deep, Thou fhalt be dcfolate, and 
^ I will dry up the rivers J/' He likewife 
fpeaks of the dodrincof the trinity as held not 
only by the teachers in (he church, but alfo 
by the loweft artificers, feveral of whom he 

«a Af euf Man EiATOfiuf ^Ipoiiio'ai^ oX^a KOI Mov^X^ 

SOI Toi( ra Ba?4v^iKi, nm Moifkov wrwiy hoi ftf|3u mcu E^J^i uai 

hiiduoti * cyM h im svayrt^aem U9rafatyom(o/Asvoi ioynuSwrnaqng tf* 

^o/ixi 'atiK^. Epifi. 8 1. Opera, voU 3. p. 953. 

t Ibid. p. 954. 

^^^ o£w9ti^ nm inpaam aJhof^ o MTvy th aSyaau tptiiMidnn^ 4«| 
T8$ vila(usg (n irtpom. Haen Fabu Kb. 2. cao* lu Opera, 
vol. 4* p. 224, 

cnume^ 



Chap. XVI. the Council of Nice. 2S9 

enumerates, by women, even of the loweil: 
ranks, and by the inhabitants of villages, as 
well as thofe of cities ^^ 

How far this is to be confidered as a 
faithful flate of fad:s, or the flourifh oC &n 
orator, I leave the reader to determine, by 
comparing it with the accounts of Fa- 
cundus and others. Cyril of Alexandria, 
who was CO temporary with Theodore t, 
holds a different language^ ^^ Some,'' fays 
he, ** are fo far feduced, that they cannot 
•' bear any longer to confefs that Chrifl is 
^' Cod I but that he is rather the organ and 
** inftrument of the deity, and infpired by 
•^Godf/' In this it )s poffible, that he 
alluded to the Sabellian, or Patripaffian doc^ 
trine, which I (hall (hew was the language 

fnHwxmMSi cao^ Mm x'P^^i ^^ axfrfi%v, im #ifi9ai Mm 

^Xf^iaati Sernit 5. Opera, vol. 4. p« 556. 
* ^t P^ope nam que ufque adeo quidamfedu^ fuot, ut 
non fuftineant amplius confiteri, quod Deua fit Chriftus, 
fed quod fit magis organum et inftrumentum divinitatist 
Ct bptpo pumine afflatus. Epift. Opens vol* %• p« 14* 

A a 4 «^ 
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of the philofophical unitarians. But it majr 
be inferred, from feveral paflages in the writ- 
ings of Cyril, that there were unitarians in 
his time. I fhall give one of them in the 

notes *. 

Cyril even fpcaks of writers in defence of 

the unitarian dodtrine in his time, and fuch 
as he thought it worth his while to animad- 
vert upon. ** But becaufe a heretic," he 
£ays, ** famous for his fkill in the Jcwifh 
•' fcriptures, in his expofition of this paf- 
** fage" (the Father is greater than 1) ** has 
** written intolerable blafphemies againft 
** the only begotten, I thought it my duty 
" to (hew the falfehood of his difcourfe •{•." 

* Obliterant enim quidam, veritatis pulchritudinem, ct 
ficut numifma, adulterant, cxtollentes in excelfum cornu et 
injuflitiam contra deum loquentcs, ficut fcriptum eft. 
Jmaginantur unigenitum non habere exiftentiam, ct pro- 
prie non fubfiftcre, et per fe quidcm non efle in fubfiftentia, 
Verbum autem fimpliciter, ct fcrn>onem juxta folam pro- 
jiunpiationem a dco fadum quemadmodurn et in bomine 
inhabitafle dicunt miferi : ct componentc5 fic Jefupi, fanct 
(is quidem fandliorem efTc dicunt, attamen non deum. De 
Jle£la Fide, vol. 2. p. 686. 

t Verum quoniam quidam hacreticorum etiam apud 
Judieos facrarum pcritia literarum illuftris hunc locum 
fxponens intolerabiles in unigenitum fcripfit blafphemias. 



f 
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** He has the arrogance/' he fays, *^ to af- 

^* fert, that the Father is in no fenfe greater 

.** than the deity of the Son, but only fup- 

^ pofes that the nature of the Father cx- 

f^ ceeds his humanity ♦/' In this manner 

he muft have meant to defcribe the SabeK 

lians. 

From thefe circumftances, let the reader 

judge, whether the unitarian herefy was 

pxtindl in the time of Theodoret, whatever 

it might be in his neighbourhood. His 

great zeal, and his power in his diocefe, 

.would probably prevent the unitarians from 

declaring themfelves, aqd their acc^uiefceqce. 

might be called their converiion. 

The Pelagians, 9s I have fhcwn, very 

generally adopted the unitarian dodtrine, 

But, befides thefe, Caflian fpeaks of other 

unitarians in Gaul, whom he does not clafs 

with Pelagians. " There have lately ri- 

** fen," he fays, *' I mean in bur days, a 

mei officii putavi falfitatem orationis ejus arguere. In 
John, lib. 10, cap. 9. Opera, vol. i. p. 938. 

* Ad hoc arrogantiae quidam procefferunt, inquit, ut 
nullo rnodo audire patiantur patrem, iilii deitate majorem 
ti^Q^ fed fola humanitate naturam patris excedere arbitcen- 
(ur. C^ril. Ak;;. vol. x. p. 939. 

^* poifonpu? 
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♦♦ poifonous hcrcfy, chiefly in the city of 
** Beligse, of a certain name, but an un- 
** certain author, which, with a frefh head, 
** rifes from the old error of the Ebionites. 
<* It is doubtful whether it can be calle4 
** old, or hew. It is new in the aflertori, 
*' but old in the error, viz. that our tror4 
*' Jcfus Chrift is a mere man*/' 

According to Maxentius, who flouriihe4 
in the year 520, the unitarians were by 
no means extinA in his neighbourhood. 
Speaking of the church as rejecting the 
dodtrine of thofe who fay that *^ Chrift is 
*' God by favour, and not by nature,'' he 
fays, ** againft this all heretics, as well thofe 
** who are manifeftly cut off an4 divided, 
** as thofe who are within the church, and 
•* fpiritually divided fronj it, whom the 

' • Nupcr quoque, id eft, in diebus nofiris cmerfiffa 
herefim venenofam, et maxime Beligarum urbe confpexi* 
tnus, ccrti erroris, incerti nominis : quia cum recenti ca* 
pite ex antiqua Ebionitarum (lirpe furrcxerit, dubium ad- 
modum eft antiqua magis dici, an recens debeat. N0V4 
enim afTcrtoribus, fed vetufta crroribus fuit. Solitariuqi 
quippe hominem dominum noftrum Jefum Chriftuip na- 
turn efle blafptiemans, Pp Incarnaupne, lib. i. cap. a* 
p. 96^. 
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*' holy charity of the church bravely tolc- 
^^ rates, always take up arms, and ceafe not 
'* to urge it with falfe charges, and en- 
«< deavour to excite all they can influence 
*' againft it. As. yet,'- he adds, " we arc 
** in the threfhing floor, corn mixed with 
*♦ chajBF, good men grieve at the fociety of 
•* the wicked*.'* This pafTage is very fimi- 
Ur to that of Facundus, and makes it ex- 
tremely probable, that, in all chriftian coun* 
tries, there were great numbers of unita«» 
rians, fufficiently known to be fo, in com- 
munion with the catholic church, without 
lieing molefted. 

* Vera dei ecclefia, cui non Aint hapretlcorum ignotae 
procellae, non eft ilia quae chrifium gratia non natura deum 
confitetur. — Adverfus illam omnes haeretici, tarn qui ab 
ca maoifefie ^bfciffi atque divifi funt, quam hi qui intra 
earn pofiti, fpiritaliter ab ea diflentiunt (quos fortiter fanda 
fidelium tolerat^haritas) Temper arma corripiunt, eamque 
fidfis criminationibus infeftari non deiinunt, atque eos quos 
fuis potuerunt erroribus in ejus nituntur invidiam concitare^ 
. Adhuc, inquit in area fumus, mixta funt frumenta 
^m paleis, gemunt boni confortia malorum : fed fupereft 
flamma, non neceiTariis, et parata funt horrea jam probati, 
in his remorari diutius fuperfluum aeftimo, Bib. Pat. vol. 

^f P- 499- 

^2 SEC-. 
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SECTION 11. 

Of the State of the Unitarians after the fixth 

Century, 

TX7 E muft not expcft to find any diftinfl 
account of the unitarians, or the con-> 
dition they were in, in what are called the 
dark ages. There can be no doubt, how-^ 
ever, but that they continued to be in the 
fame ftate in which they had been in the 
preceding period, i, e. not very confpicuous, 
or forming many feparate focieties, at leaft, 
fuch as the hiflorians of the time had any 
knowledge of; . but mixed with other chrif- 
tians, though without making any fecret of 
their opinions. Of this, though there are 
no diftindl accounts, there are fufEcient 
traces. I have noted only a few, as they 
happened to fall under my obfcrvation, 
when I was reading for other purpoies. 

Pope Gregory the Great, who flourifhed 
about the clofe of the fixth century, fpeaks 
of heretics who faid *' they did not envy 

'' Cbrift 



. Chap. XVL the Council of Nice. 365 

** Chrift being God, becaufc t|icy could 
*« be fo if they would, confidcring Chrift as 
^^ a mere man, and made a Qod by fa-* 
<« vour*/' Thcfe muft have been unita- 
riansy for it is a language that was never 
held by Arians. 

In Bulgaria Sandius fays, that the Pho« 
tinians remained till the time of Pope 
Nicholas, about the year 86o, Hift. p, 
1 17. Agobard fpeaks of Avitus having 
written againfl them, but at what time does 
not appear -f-. 

For fome time the unitarians were called 
Bonofians, from Bonofus, bi(hop of Ser- 
dica, in the latter end of the fourth, and 
the beginning of the fifth century. Men* 
tion is made of him as an unitarian, along 

* Non invideo Chrifto deo fa£to, quoniam fi volo, et 
ip&poiTuin fieri. Qui Jefum Chrlftum dominum nof- 
trum, non per myfterium conceptionis, fed per profedum 
gratis deum putavit, perverfa allegatione afiruens eum 
purum hominum natum : fed ut deus eflet^ per meritum 
profecifTe^ atque ab hoc aeftimans et fe quoflibet alios poflc 
ei coequari, qui filii dei per gratiam fiunt. In Job. cap, 
3'5.p. no* C 

t Beatus quoque Avitus, Photinianorum baereticorum 
▼alidiffimus expugnator. Adv. Faelicem, feft. 41^ p. 55* 

with 
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with Photinus, by Marias Mercator*, and. 
alfo by Juftinian, who ranks him with 
Paulus SamofatenfiSy Photias ( probably 
Photinus ) and Neftorius *f. Mention is 
idfo made of the Bonofians ib a council 
held at Orleans, A. D. 540 %• 

Sandiiis fays, that the Bonoiiims were the 
fame with the Felicians^ fo called from Fe- 
lix, of Urgella in Spain, who, in conjunct- 
ion with Elipandus, of Toledo, taught 
heretical doctrines with refped to the tri- 
nity, A. D. 780 (Hift. p. 360) and that 
this Elipandus held the fame opinions with 
Sabellius, he fays, appears from a copy of 
bis confefiion to Beat us and Heterius, He 
adds, that the four preceding bilhops of 
Toledo, who compiled the Toledan Gothic 

* Hunc itaquc Hebionum philofophum fecutus Mar- 
cellus Galata eft, Photinus quoque, et ultimis temporibus 
Serdicenfis Bonofus, qui a Damafo urbis Roms^epifcopo 
prsedamnatus eft. Opera, p. 165. 

f Emiin Uai/Kov ray TlafAoaalia^ mm ^aSiov, urn BoNtaof^ Mm 
KiTOfiw afo^ifAoQiiili. Epift. p. 122. 

X Judex civitatis vel loci, ft hxreticum aut Bonofia* 
cum, vel cujuflibet alterius hxrefis facerdotem, quam 
cunque perfonam de catholicis rebaptizaffe cognovorit- 
Binii Concilia, vol. a* pt« 2. p. 29. ^ 

liturgy, 
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liturgy, were of the fame opinion with him. 
Ibid. p. i20« 

Elipandus, however, may have been a 
Neftorian, by his aiferting that Jefus Chrift 
was the adopted Son of God, as we learn 
from the tranfad^ions of the council of 
Frankfort in 794 ♦. 

The Goths and Vandals, and all the 
other northern nations, which invaded the 
Roman empire, are generally faid to have 
been Arians. But it is very poflible that 
this may have been faid without making 
proper diflindions, and that many of them 
were unitarians. Chilperic, king of the 
Franks, was probably one, at lead fo was 
Leovigild of Spain, who fent ambaffadors 
to Chilperic in 585, as may be inferred 

* Adferunt igitur, fed falfis adfertionibus irretiti, do- 
minum noftnim Jefum Cfariftum, adoptivum dei filium 
de virgine natum ; quod divinis nequeunt adprobare do- 
cumentis. Hsc igitur dicentes, aut in utero virginis eum 
fufpicantur adoptatum : quod did nefas eft, quia de beaU 
virgine inerarrabiliter fuinpfit, non adoptavit, carnem; aut 
.certe purum eum hominem fine deo natum, quod cogitare 
impium eft, necefle eft faceantur. Binni Concilb, vol. 3. 
pt. 2, pv 140. 

from 
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from What Sandius fays of him, and his 
ambafladors *. 

Some Sabellians, as well is Arians, were 
Condemned at a council held at Toledo^ 
A. D. 400 -f*. Alfo unitarians, or Ncfto- 

tians, feem to be alluded to in a council 

« 

held in the fame city, A. D. 684 1« 

The Albigenfes, at leaf): many of them, 
appear pretty clearly not to have been or- 
thodox with refpeA to the trinity; but 
whether they were more generally Arians, 
or unitarians, I have not been able to deter- 
mine. 

♦ Hift. p. 337, 338. 

f Si quis dixerit atque crediderit, deum patrem eun- 
dem efle iilium vel paracletum> anathema iit. Si quis 
dixerit vel crediderit iiliuin eundum efTe patrem vcl para- 
clctum, anathema (ir. Si quis dixerit vel crediderit para- 
cletum ciTe vel patrem vel filium, anathema ilt. Si quis 
crediderit vel dixerit, carnem tantum fine anima a filio dei 
fuifle fufceptam anathema fit. Binnii Concilia, vol. x. 
p. 60. 

X Si quis igitur Jefu Chrifto dei filio, ex utero Maris 
virginis nato, aliquid aut divinitatis imminuit, aut de fuf- 
cepta humanitate fubducit, excepta fola lege peccati \ et 
non eum verum deum, hominemque perfc£tum in una 
perfona fubfiftentem finceriffime creJit9 anathema fit. 
Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. p. 297. 

Of 
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Of thefe Albigenfes^ Lifoius and Here- 
bcrt arc particularly mentioned, as men of 
excellent moral charadlers, who were ac- 
cufed of Manicheifme. However, when 
they were interrogated at Orleans, in 10 17, 
it appeared that they did not hold the doc- 
trine of the trinity*. 

In the fame uncertainty are the opinions 
of Peter Abelard, and thofe of his difciplc, 
as hfe is called, Arnold of Brefcia. But it 
is no uncommon thing for the fame perfon 

• Fada igitur perfcrutatione inter clericos, quomodo 
unufquifque fentiret, et crederet ea, quse fides catholica 
per dodtrinam apofiolicam incommutabilitcr fervat et prae- 
dicat: illi duo, videlicet Lifoius, et Heribertus ftatim 
fe aliter fcntire non negantes,quales diu latuerant, manifef- 
taverunt. Deinde vero plures poft illos fe parti iftorum 
profitebantur haerere, nee ulia ratione fe pofle affirmabant 
ab illorum (egregare conibrtio. Quibus compertis, tarn 
rex, quam Pontifices trifiiores efFefti interrogaverunt 
illos fecretius, utpote viros haflenus in omni morum pro- 
bitate penitiliffimos, quorum unus Lifoius in monafterio 
fandae crucis clericorum dariffimus habebatur : alter item 
Heribertus fanfli Petri ecclefiae, cognomento Puellariui 

capitals fcholae tenebat dominium. Dicebant enim 

deliramenta efle, quidquid in veteri ac novo canone certis 
figiib ac prodigtis, veteribufque teftatoribus de trinitate 
■uq^qtle d^ate beata confirmat auabritas. Binnii Con- 
cilit, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 1 76. 

ir. Bb to 
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to be called an Arian by one writer, and an 
unitarian by another. Thus Lewis Hetzer 
is called an Arian by Sandiirs^ who was 
himfelf an Arian (Hift. p. 424) whereas 
Mo{heim (Hift. vol. 4. p. 183) reprefents 
him as having been of the fame opinion 
with Socinus. 

Abelard, however, was mod probably a. 
Sabcllian, as may be inferred from his com- 
parifon of the unity of the three perfbns 
in the trinity to the unity of iht propofitian^ 
ajfumption^ and conclujion, of an oration. At 
kaft it was fo underftood at a council held 
in 1136*. What is faid of him on theoc- 
caiion of another council, in 1140, may per- 
haps (hew that> with refpedl to the trinity, 

* Quare de S. trinitatc docens et fcribens, tres perfonas, 
^uas faiKSlacccIcfia non vacua notnina tantum^ fed resdifiinc- 
tas, fuifque proprictatibus difcretis, ha£^enus ct pie credidk, 
et fideliter docuit, nimis attenuans, non bonis ufus exexn- 
* plis, inter cxtera dixit : ficut cadem oratb cil propioGtio af 
fiimptio, et conclufio, ita eadem efTentia eft pater, et Alius, 
et fpiritus fan£lus. Ob hoc Sueilionis provincial! contni 
cum fynodo fub przfentia Romans fedis legati congrega- 

ta, ab egregiis viris, et nominatis magiftris, Elbcrico Rhc- 
menfe, et Leutaldo Novarienfe, Sabellianus Iue;];eticu3 jtt- 

dicatus» Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. pt. 2* p. 492. 

be 



CtfAP. XVl. tie Council of Nice, ^yi 

he was an Arian, with refpeft to the doftrinc 
of grace a Pelagian, and with refpedt to the 
perfon of Chrift, a Neftorian *• 

It appears then, that, in all the periods 
of antiquity, there were confiderable num- 
bers of unitarians, either avowed or con- 
cealed ; and efpecially among the Albi* 
genfes, who bore fo nobble a teftimony againft 
the errors of the church of Rome. Unita- 
rians alfo appeared, in great numbers about 
the time of the reformation by Luther. 
Bat he and Calvin, not going fo far, but 
retaining more fundameptal corruptions of 
chriftianity than any that they aboliflied, 
employed all their influence to bear down 
thofe who did not exadtly agree with them, 
and ftop where they did. 

The truth has never, however, been 
without its witnefles, perhaps, even in no 
age or country ; and providence feems now 
to be. opening a way for the much wider 
fpread, and the firmer eftablifhment of the 
truth, efpecially in this country. 

• Cum de trinitatc loquitur, fapit Arrium: cum de gra- ' 
tia, fiipit Pcljgium : cum de perfoaa Chrifti, fapit Nefto- 
rium. Binnii Concilia, vol. 3. pt. 2. p. 494. 

B b 2 That 
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That it is not improbable, but that, even 
in times of pretty great rigour, quiet peo- 
ple, who wrote nothing, and colledted no 
difciples, would be permitted to continue 
in communion with the catholic church, 
notwithflanding their opinions were fuf- 
pedled, or known, to be heretical, may 
appear from the Aate of things at home, 
in the lad, and the prefent age. 

Is it not well known that there are 
both Arians and Socinians members of the 
church of England, and even among the 
clergy themfelves, and yet, if they can re- 
concile it to their own minds to keep 
in communion with a trinitarian church, 
there are no attempts made to moleft them. 
Zealous as the heads of the church may 
be for the purity of its tenets, they think 
proper to connive at thefe things, and fo 
they did in an age more zealous than this. 
The excellent Mr. Firmin was not only 
an avowed Socinian, and in conimunion 
with the church of England, but in habits 
of intimacy with Tillotfon, and fome of the 
moft diftinguiflaed churchmen of his time. 

At 
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At prefent there are Arian and Socinian 
writers within the paFe of the church, and 
yet they are not excommunicated. Such a 
thing aa this might not have pafled fo ealily 
in the time of Theodofius. But evea then I 
make no doubt, but that perfons who 
could content themfelvcs without difturb- 
ing others, would not have been molefted, 

Perfons who do not bona fide hold the 
acknowledged tenets of any church (^I mean 
fuch great arfd diftinguiflied ones as thoie 
relating to the obje<ft of worfhip) ought to 
withdraw themfelves from it, and not, 
by continuing in communion with it, to 
countenance its errors. But how many 
are there who do not fee the thing in this 
light, or whofe -habits and prejudices arc 
fuch, that they cannot bring themfelves to 
adt as I think every principle of honour, 
as well as of religion, diftatcs \ and yet I 
cannot call all fuch perfons hypocrites, 
doing what they themfelves know and feci 
to be wrong. They have excufes, which I 
doubt not, fatisfy their own minds, though 
they do not fatisfy me. Great allowance^ 
is alfo to be made for the force of habit, 

B b 3 and 
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and even for a natural timidity. There 
arc many Erafmus's for one Luther, many 
Dr. Clarke's for one Whiflon, a name, 
-which notwithftanding the weaknefs of 
his judgment in fome things, ought never 
to be mentioned without rcfpedt, on ac-- 
count of his almoft lingular and unpa« 
ralelled uprightncfs. 

As to the common people, the idiota of 
Tcrtullian, we generally fee that, as they 
are not innovators in dodrine, they go to 
public worftiip where they have been ufed 
to do, without any nice difcrimination of 
what is tranfadled there; and the obferva- 
tion will generally apply to the bulk of the 
inferior clergy. When Henry VIII. re- 
formed the church of England, how many 
joined him in it, who would never have 
declared themfelves diiTcnters from the efla- 
bliftied church ? 

Thefe confiderations, which are founded 
on fuch a knowledge of human nature as 
we may learn from all hiftory, and our own 
daily obfcrvation, may render it credible, that 
•he majority of the common people, might 
be unitarians, and yet continue in commu-^ 

nion 
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nionwith the church, after its forms became 
trinitarian, cfpecially as they would not 
become fo all at once. In the moft ancient 
liturgies, there were no prayers addreflcd to 
Chrift; and as the numbers of chriftian 
focieties were not required to fubfcribe to 
any thing, there was nothing that they 
were cxpedled to bear a part in, concerning 
which they might not be able to fatisf/ 
themfelves* 

The cafe is the fame, in a greater or lefs 
degree, at all times, and in all churches* 
Quiet people will generally be indulged 
in their own way of thinking, and they 
are only thofe who difturb others that arc 
themfelves difturbed. 
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CHAPTER XVII, 

OfFbilofopbical Unitarianifm. 

T5 E SIDES the Jimple unitarianifm above 
dcfcribed, or the dodrine of Ghrift bc^ 
ing a mere man, infpired by God, which 
was the belief of the generality of chriftians 
of lower rank, there was likewifc, in early 
times, what may be called a philojopbical 
unitarianifm^ or an explanation of the doc- 
trine concerning Chrift on the principles 
of the philofophy of thofe times. And this 
deferves the more notice, as it probably 
gave occa^on to what is commonly called 
the patripafjian doftrine, if fuch a dodtrinc 
was ever really maintained. 

As the fun was fuppofed to emit rays^ 
and draw them into himfelf again, fo the 
piviqe Being, of whop^ they imagined the 
fun to be an image, they likewife fuppofed, 

emitted 
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emitted a kind of effiux^ or divine ray^ to 
which they fornetimes gave the name o£/ogos^ 
which might be attached to any particular 
fubftahce, or perfon, and then be drawa 
into the Divine Being again. Such a di-r. 
yine efflux was imagined to have been th? 
caufe of the appearances of God in the Old 
Teftament, and likewifc to have been im- 
parted to Jefus Chriftjj who, neverthelefs, 
was a mere man. For before his baptifoi 
they fuppofed that he had not this divine 
ray, and that it would leave him when it 
had enabled him to adt the part afGgned tq 
him. 

This dodlrine preceded that of the per-^ 
manent perfonijication oj the logos. It is par- 
ticularly defcribed by Juftin Martyr, and 
it is remarkable, that, though he does not 
jtdopt it, he pafles no cenfure upon it, 
which is a proof that, in his opinion, it 
yras not heretical. 

*• There are,'' he fays, ** fome I know, 
♦' who fay that the divine power which 
^* appeared to Mofes, and Abraham, and 
f* Jacob, was called an angel ^ from his de- 

** livering 
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«' livcring the will of God to men, and a 
*' ^/^ry^ when he appeared in an ineiSable 
^' manner, and a man^ when, at the will of 
•' the Father, he appeared in that form ; 
*' and logos, when he brought the will of 
«' God to man; but that this power is in- 
«* feparable /rom the Father, as a beam of 
«* light is from the fun, fince, when he 
<* fets, he takes his beams with him. Thus 
<* they fay the Father, when he pleafes, 
•' makes this power to go out of him, and 
-*< when he pleafes, takes it into him again. 
*^ In the fame manner, they fay, angels 
*' exift. But that angels are permanent be- 
** ings, and do not return into that from 
«* which they had their origin, I have 
*« flicwn. And that this power, which the 
*' prophets call God^ and angel^ is not like 
«* a beam of the fun, but numerically dif- 
** ferent from it, I have briefly (hewn 
*^ above ; when I proved that this power 
•^ is produced by the Father's power, and 
*' at his will, but yet not a thing cut 
** off frofti him, fo as to diminifh his 

*• efTence, but like the lighting of one 

'' fire 
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** fire from another, which is liot thereby 
*' leflened.*" 

Whitby fays that Clemens Alexandrinuj 
fpeaks of this dodtrine with approbation* 

Mttv rmf iwofuv rnv va^a T8 valfo^ im o>juv ^avuaav tu Moiou n 
TO) hSfcuxfA^ n ru Icpim^^ oy/iAov uoT^io'^au ey m vpof aviftiTn^ 

S^lov ie tTTuiii cy aypi^a 'aHe faSlaawL fauvelauy avi^a 3k vole xai 
cev^pwrov xoXew^oi, eveth £v fAOf^auq touzuJcu^ P'x»fJUxli(9fjuEv^ 
fauvilcu aiavrsg ^n^dca o -sraTnf , km Xoyw ucCkuffiy iimin mm rof 
mofa TK val^o^ OfAt>M; ^e^ roif av^aTTOtg. AlfjtaSov h hoi ax/Ur 
ftrov TV 'Balfog ravbw tw Sc/Myiiy i/xa^x^^^y omrs^ovav ro nt nXoi 
fouTi fwg zm yng cuvn eSftnhy km ax^^irov ovl&- m nXxs sv toi, 
sfoma), XM olay Ji/cm, cuyavofifiiM ro pag^ tl^yg o 'sakg olav /SsAij* 
Im, Vys^i, ^wofuv auln 'Bi>07miav voist^ xai o7ay fylhS^M vo^iy 
oyarc^Xei »; eaJZoy. Ka7d( T^oy roy TfOTrov xoi t»^ ceyyc^ 'xrouif 
4u^ d(3a^i»(riy. A>^' o7f Ai£y wr eto'/y ay/cAor, «:z( a£< f^aoylig^ km. 
fMi cofa?ajofi£voi u; iHtivo ei htts^ ytyoYouriv^ aTroithwhu. Km ok 
ivyofjug aoh nv km ^lov koXbi o m^opr^utog >^og, iia voTJimv aa* 
Mjhg aTToikhDclaij km exyfeXoVj }tx^ 6)g to ts ijA/v fctg ovoptdh fiovow 
ofiSfxeilM^ a>^\a km a^i9fJUo (lepov ti eh, km ev roig Vfoei^fjuvotg 
iia ^pax^uv tov \oyov sirUaaa^ ziirm Trtv ii/vofjuv TMjhf yiyewno'^M 
enro tk voQfog iuvayiti xai 08Xd au/78, oT^' s xcSa avdlofjop^ ug osro- 
§ufi(ofAevijg mg T8 "sial^og Htnotg^ ovoia ra oT^a 'sravTa fjupto/uvat 
MM refAVOfjtsva h ra mjIx ertv a km Tfiv TfM&nvM* Koi 'maqa* 
msyfAol^ X^fiv 'sjafei?^iiy ra ag aTo tiu^og avMi^Ofdiva wv^ 
Afa opafjtsv^ ahv £>aT%fjiSVii^ iKStvs^ ik h ava^BnvM wo?^^a iwavlM^ 
0lMa TM^n fcfypvT®-. Dial. p. 4 1 2. 

He 
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He alfo fays, " it Is particularly remark- 
«' able, that Juftin Martyr, though he did 
*' not approve of this do£i:rine, pafles it 
•* without any cenfurc, or mark of herefy O 
They who adopted this nofion would na- 
turally fay, that the divinity of Chrift was 
only that of the Father refiding in him ; 
and it is not impoflible but that, as they are 
charged by their adverfaries, they might, on 
this principle, fay, that Chrift was God; 
and the divinity being the fame in both, 
that he was the very fame with the Father. 
The Holy Spirit being another divine efflux, 
they might alfo fay, that all the three per- 
fons were one. Farther, though the thing 
is hardly probable, efpecially as it is, in a 
manner, given up by feme of their antago* 
nifts, they might fay, that fince Chrift fuf- 

* Ubi pra^cipue notandum eft, Juflinum quidem fen- 
tentiam bance improbare, cam vero fine cenfura aut hacre- 
ieos notadimittere. Sententiam hancce, quam poftNoetum 
et Pra;Keain, SabelHus propugnavit, Clementi Alexandrino 
ex Psedagogia fua placuifTe non fine ratione exiftimo ^ 
cainque poftca renovabat, et pro ea acriter contendebat, 
Marcellus Ancyrse epifcopus. Difquifitiones Modefbe, 

P- 173- > 

fereci 
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fered while this divine ray, or logos, was in 
him, it alfo fufFered along with him. For, 
according to the philofophy of thofe times, 
though the fupremc being himfelf was in- 
capable cither of evil or of paffion^ yet other 
beings, derived even from his fubftance, 
were capable of thofe afFedions. They 
might therefore imagine, that the logos, 
while out of the deity^ might fufFer together 
with the perfon to whom it was attached ; 
and hence they might gtX the name oipatri^ 
pajjians. This, however, would never apply 
to any but philofophers. Tne common 
people are defcribed as fimple unitarians, 
without having any fuch whimfical hypo- 
thefis as this. 

This opinion of the logos being fomething 
like a divine ray^ emitted from the Father, 
and properly belonging to hi;n, though for a 
time attached to the perfon of Chrift, may^ 
be traced in Origen and others ; and it is 
afcribed to almoft all the eminent men 
among the unitarians, as late as Marcellus. 
For it does not appear that his difciple Pho^ 
tinus was ever charged with it, 

Origen, 
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Origcn, after faying that Chrift is the 
God of the dead as well as of the living, 
fays, that '* perhaps God the logos is God 
** to thofe who place every thing in him, 
*' thinking him to be the fame with tho 
** Father *." Cclfus objedting to chriftians 
that, •* while they exclaimed againft poly* 
•* theifm, think they do not offend by wor- 
*^ (hipping his fcrvant.'* Origen replies, 
•* that he would not have made this objec- 
^* tion, if he had underftood what our Sa- 
*' viour fays, that he and his Father were 
** one," which union he explains by the 
union of chriftians, who had one heart and 
one mind. •* This," he fays, '• is a fufBcient 
*' argument, without having recourfe to the 
•* fentiments of thofe who maintain, that 
•* the Father and the Son are not two hy- 
•• poftafes-f-;" by wiiich he muft have 

* O it 9co( y^ayoq raxpi taiv ev aviu irairjv to vjy. iy rw va- 
lifa eu^ fOfjuiavlav sri ^cg, Commeiu. vol. 2* p. 48. 

+ Oil wjTs^ vsvormsi KeXJog to, Eyw j 'sakp iv g^fjuv • xat T9 
fy tyX"! fifV(it¥0)f wo th via m Sck ev ru. fi; lyu Haicuev ta-fxsv^ toi an 
fiJthnftofi^ o^Aoy ScpoTTfi/efv vexpa rov stti ^s^ao'i Seor. O yap va- 
Tijp, fnaiv, iv fftoi, Hoyu sv t« ^c3^i . « }e . m ex rtkcv vtptoTraff^ 
Pilaff (All «i ailofAO>^fJtv 'Sfog t»; ay'su^mc:^ ivo tivsu inroroj^tg 



Chap. XVII. Unttarianifm. 383 

meant the Sabellians, whofe dodlrinc, as far 
as it may be faid to have differed from that of 
the fimple unitarians, was the philofophical 
unitarianifmdefcribed above. *' TheSabcl- 
" lians/* fays, Novatian, *' while they fay 
•* that Chrift is a mere man, yet, in a man- 
** ner, make him to be not the Son, but the 
'* Father, and the Father omnipotent */' 

Origenwell defcribes thediffcrentclafles of 
unitarians of his time in the following paiTage: 
Hence may be folved the doubts which 
difturb many, who alledge a principle of 
piety, and a fear of making two Gods, 
•' and by this means fall into falfc and im- 
** pious opinions ; either denying that the 
** identity of the Son differs from that of 
*• the Father ; faying, that the Son is Gpd 
** only in name, or denying the divinity of 
*• the Son, while they allow his identity, 

K^ n ^i^ AU<2) iva ^£i)pfijn to, syo ly o vakp ev saf/tsv. Ad Cel- 
fum, lib. 8. p. 385. 

^ Siquidem Cbriflus non Alius, fed pater credttur, et 
novo more dum ab idis de(lri£te homo nudus adfcritur, 
per eos, rurfum Chriftus pater deus omnipotens compro- 
bajtur. Cap. I2» p. 40. 

I •* and 
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•* and that he is a different perfon from the 
«« Father, &c*.*' The firft that he defcribcs 
, were the philofbphical unitarians, who al- 
lowed the divinity of the Son, but faid it 
was the fame with that of the Father ; 
whereas the latter (probably the common 
people) denied the divinity of the Son alto- 
gether. It is evident from this paiTage, that 
the unitarians, in the time of Origen, were 
numerous ; for he calls them many^ which 
he would not have done unneceilarily. The 
argument by which he folves their doubts 
has been mentioned before, viz. that the 
Father is God, with the article prefixed, and 
the Son without it. 

^ ILau TO voxxsf ^^o9s8; ttvau tvxPiiEn^ rafojo'of^ tuhaSHfjLOitf 
iuo avAyo^iuffcu $&<(, um 'maca r^lo vt^tTriTflcvlai if^ci/Sco-i mcu out" 

OfjidMrywlaf Scov avcu rov fiexpi ovofioc!®- irap avhi; wo» m^aero- 
ftuofisvoi, H afVHfjtfvi:; tuv ^6hrrci th mou^ riMla; h auU tub 
iiiMa^ Mou Tw «ww» uaQa vtpiypapiv tvrxfl^^o^ ^^potx •« TO^, 
£vltu^ev >2/i(r^ai ivvaku . >^eqv yof amct^ olt rols fiev ot/lodf®- 
^?oj cri, moTTif hm b 2^7np ^no'iv tv m 's^ tov ^sraltpa G/X'i • 'wiy»- 
vt^^Kafci ae rov fMmtn aXn^ivov Sfov ; wav Je to vA^a ro caMt&' 
t^ox; T>fj iMnw SeoTwT®- Scoroiy/iARwy, w Seoj, a?Ja ^oj uv^Uilt' 
fovav J^yoUo a vavk}^ 'm^alolonof vacn^ tditna;^ cHi vpeSiog t« 
vfoiTw dmstvM. Injuhaa. Cooimcift. vol. 2. p. 46. 

It 
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It does not appear that the perfons to 
whom Origen refers were charged with 
faying that the Father fufFcred ; but this is 
exprefsly alledged againft Noetus, who, as 
Epiphanius fays, ** fcrupled not to fay as 
'* much.*' Being interrogated concerning his 
doctrine, he faid, " What evil have I done ? 
'^ I honour one God. I know but one, and 
** no other, befides him who was born, 
'* fuffered and died*. 

This writer acquits the Sabellians of this 
charge. For he &ys that ^^ the Sabellians 
*^ agree in every thing with the Noetians, 
** except that they deny that the Father 
** fuffered -f-/' But Auftin blames him for 
making that difference :{:. And Epiphanius 

* Ti yap naxov 'Bt'TCtmna ; £va ^tav 9b|j(^a;, iva twiraiiouy j^ wt 
^t>^>jov 'B'Xw aijla, yEvw&evIa^ 'Bre^ov^dI«, aTToScvovIa, Haer. 57* 
Opera, voL i. p. 480. 

t ^aCzy^cc^oiy 01 ta ofJLOta "SoiJIauuv 9b|a^ov7c(, 'sro^a rtSo /jlcvo¥ 
hiywi ya^ f/yi 'sre^rcySnoi rev 'aaiz^a. Anacephalods, Opera> 
vol. 2. p. 146. 

X Unde vero fit faflum, et Noetianos ut Sabelllanos non 
unius hxrefis duo nomina, fed tanquam duas baerefes fu* 
pradidus epifcopus poncret, liquido invenire non potui ; 
quia fi quid inter fe diiFerunt, tarn obfcure dixit, fludio ' 

Vol. II L C c forfitaa 
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afcribes' to them the proper principle of 
philofophical unitarianifm in the following 
paflage. ** The Sabellians fay that the 
** Son was fent from the Father, as a beam 
** of light from the fun, to adminifler 
** every thing relating .to thegofpel difpen* 
^' fation, and the falvation of men, and was 
'^ then drawn up into heaven, like a beam 
** of light, which returns to the fun V 
In another defc^iptioh of their principles, 
he is, perhaps^ not quite fo accurate. 
*^ Sabellius faid, there was but one hypof- ' 
** talis, and the Father, Son, and Spirit, 
** three names of it ; or, as in man, there 
*^ are the body, foul, and fpirit ; the body 

foifitan brevltatis, ut non intelligam. Loco quippe ifto, 
quo et non tam longe a Noetianis, Sabellianos commemo- 
rans, Sabelliani inquit fimilia Noeto dogmatizantcs, prxter 
hoc, quod dicunt patrem non effe paflum, quomodo dc 
Sabellianis intelligi poteft, cum fic innotuerint dicere pa- 
trem paflum, ut Patripafliani quam Sabelliani crebrius nun- 
cupentur. De Haerefibus, lib. i. Opera, vol. 6. p. 91. 

♦ nfnx^^£v7a Je tw nm ttai^a fsole^ ocrTTEf coiltva^ not ffya^a- 
fisvov ra Tsavlot ev t« Hoaim ra m^ oaiovofMx; nug ei/oy/iAiipjf, Mat 

vBfjLpGucroaf wilivay hoi waxty «; rov n\iov osnai^wm. Haer. 62. 
Opera, vol. i* p-5i3« 

" being 
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•• being the Father, the foul the Son, and 
" the fpirit the Holy Spirit ♦." 

This philofophical unitarianifm is the 
dodtrine afcribed by Tertullian to Praxcas, 
though he fpeaks of the common people as 
fimple unitarians. " He fays, that the Fa- 
** ther, Son, and Holy Spirit are the fame+.'* 
He likewife calls him a Patripa/Jtan, and 
fays, that ** he firft carried the Patripaffian 
** dodtrine into Rome+/' They are Pa- 
tripaffians alfo whom Cyprian enumerates * 
among heretics, Epift. Opera, p. 200. 

Beaufobre thinks that the charge of Pa- 
tripaffianifm was entirely founded on a mif^ 
take, and as Lardncr obferves, Auftin only 
inferred that the Sabellians held that doc* 

^ Toy aJlw stvai 'srali^aj to9 aJlav viov, rov auJov uvea aytw 
Wftufia * tf ; £tVou £V fjua t/jrorcurti r^stg ovofiaffiafj n agtv ccv^^uTrot 
ctjfjLX^ HOI \|/i^y|, Hou zn/EUfAa . hcu hvm fjLsv to cofia^ ai eiTetv tw 
ViCpif^a^ 4^UX^ oe ag eimtv rov vtov^ to 'snfzvfjia h ag av^^6i?ni^ tloi^ 
Moi TO arym 'mevfia tv m ^zMu Hxr. 62* Opera, vol. i. 

\ Dum unicum deum non alias putat cfedendum, 
quam fi ipfum eundemque et patrem, filium, et fpirituni 
fandum dicat.— ^ — Itaque poft cempus pater natus, et pa- 
ter pafTus : ipfe deus, dominus omnipotens, Jefus Chriflus 
przdicatur. Adv. Praxeaixi, feA. 2. Opera, p. 50t. 

X Ibid. fc£t I* p. 500/ 

C c 2 trine 
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trine (Credibility, vol. 4. p. 450). Beau- 
fobre accounts for the mifreprefentatioB of 
the ancients^ by fuppodng that they con- 
founded the terms word of God and Son of 
God, becaufe in the theology of the church 
they were the fame, though in the mind of 
a Sabellian they were very different. Hif^ 
toire de Manicheifme, vok i. p* 539. 

It is very poffible that TertuUian and 
others might give the epithet of beretkat 
to the unitarian dodtrine in this obnoxious 
form only. For it is evident that he did 
not confider the fimple unitarians as here- 
tics, for he fays they were the major pars 
credentium, the majority of the believers. 

Marcellus is generally defcribed as being 
what I call a philofophical linitanan, but 
he is not faid to have been a Patripaflian. 
According to Theodoret, he held that 
** Chrift came as an extenfion of the Fa- 
" ther's divinity. This he called God the 
*' logos ; but after all the oeconomy" (that 
is, when the gofpel difpenfation fhall be 
accompliftied) ** it will be again drawn into 
•* him, and centered in God, from whom 
^^ it had been extended. He called the Holy 

** Spirit 
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** Spirit an cxtcnfion of an extenfion, and 
^ faidthat this was given to the apoftlcs*/* 

Beryllus, one of the firft who is noticed 
as an unitarian, though celebrated for the 
elegance of his writings, is not faid to have 
been a Patripaf&an. He only held that 
*' Chrift had no proper fubfiftence till he 
^' came into this world, and had no divinity 
** of his own, but only that of the Father 
^* refiding in him -f-." 

It is allowed by Tertullian, that the Pa*- 
tripafiians, as well as the orthodox, {aid 
that the Father himfelf was impailible. 
That was an univerfal maxim concerning 
the divine nature i but they faid that the 
Father had compaffion for the Son. Whe« 
ther this compafiion was afcribed by them 

* Et3anv 3c wa mg th malpg ScohSo; tpr^tt ci$ rw ^oprof 
|9Mi^i^SMxi, xai raJhv Baov hayw tMOkwi . fiSa it mw ^vpLToff^ 
CiMomfuca "sroMv ovaavra^BrpfMy um avra>snvau «rfO( rev Stew, si ionf 
f|c7a9ii • TO h 'KOforfim wiVfAa vofMtda^n ms eMhurm ^O) MM 
9«vhy rwg a^ofcD^tg vofa^xf^^vm* Hxr, Fab* lib. %• ^9p, ipt 
Opera, vol. 4. p. 224. 

f Extye wax yaq tov uufm jyi^ Li^Hy Xf^^i Miiba tmrmm 

fc^of md^ikarw^* Htft. lib. 5. ca^ ^%. y^li i* P- 37 ^ 

C93 tQ 
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to the Father himfelf, or only to the di- 
vine ray, or logos, that was in Chrift, docs 
not appear. Perhaps it was the latter. On 
this fubjeft Tcrtullian replies to them as 
follows. ** Wherefore neither had the Fa- 
*' ther compaflion for the Son. For fo, 
'* thinking to avoid a dircft blafphemy, 
** they think it will be Icffened in this man- 
" ner ; granting that the Father and Son 
** are two perfons, the Son fulFeringi and the 
** Father fympathizing with him. But in 
^< this they are foolifli ; for what is fympa- 
*' thizingf but fufFering with another *.'' 

Notwithftanding this mode in which the 
unitarian dodtrine was held by fome philo* 
fophizing perfons, it appears that they were 
confidered as being mere unitarians, as much 
as the common people, to whom this mode 

* Ergo nee compaflus eft pater filio j fic enim direc^ 
tarn blafphemiam in patrem veriti, diminui earn hoc modo 
fpcrant, concedcntcs jam patrem et iilium duos efle; fi 
filius quidem patitur, pater vcro compatitur. Stulti in 
hoc. Quid eft enim compati, quam cum alio pati? Porro, 
fi impaifibilis pater, utiquc et incompaflibilis. Aut fi com- 
paffibilis utique pafEbilis. Nihil ci vol hoc timore tuo 
praeftas. Times dicere paffibilem, quern dicis compaffi- 
bilcm. Ad Praxcam, fcft. 29. p. 518. 

of 
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of explaining the dodtrine muft have been 
unintelligible ; and all the more diflin- 
guifhed unitarians of that age, whether they 
be faid to explain their fentiments in this 
manner, or not, are reprefented as holding 
the fame opinion, and the very fame that 
was maintained by the Jews. Thus Sa- 
bellius, Marcellus, and Photinus, are all 
claflcd together by Chryfoftom*; and in- 
ftances frequently occur, in which all thefe 
are faid to hold the fame dodtrine with Ar- 
temon, Theodotus, and Paulus Samofatenfis. 
That Sabellius in particular, though he is 
generally reprefented as a Patripaffian, was 
neverthelefs a proper unitarian, who be- 
lieved Chrift to have no proper divinity of 
his own, is evident from the argument^ 
with which his antagonifts pref§ hin^.rr* 
Thus Epiphanius, in anfwer to the Sabel- 
Hans, fays that " Jefus came the Son of God 
** to the river Jordan -f ." 

Ittvo^. In Heb. Opera, vol. lo. p. 1763. 

n fiafy^ia n lofidam^ ms ifvi uvw . viog yof fv loqicom cCh^uq vat** 

^ii&u. Ancoratus, h&. iig* Opera, vol- 2. p. 121, 

C c 4 Whatever 
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Whatever SabeUianij(xn was^ whether the 
.more fimpie, or the more philofophical 
kind.of unitariani{m, it appears to have been 
very popular in Africa, and to have had 
many adherents among the biihops of that 
.country. Athanaiius n^akes heavy com- 
plaints on this fubjed:^ frying, as was 
quoted before, that Sabellianifm prevailed 
lb much there, that the Son of God was 
hardly preached in the churches. 

The controverfy with the philoibphical 
unitarians took a turn confiderably different 
from that with the iimple unitarians, and 
unfortunately led the orthodox into an em- 
barraffment and inconfiftency, which be- 
came very apparent when the Arian con- 
troverfy arofe. And, indeed, the language 
that had been adopted as proper for the 
controverfy with the philofophical unita- 
rians, appears to have contributed very much 
to the rife of Arianifm. For as thefe learned 
unitarians aflerted that the Father, Son, and 
Spirit (meaning the divinity belonging to 
tfiem) were the fame ^ their adverfarics had 
incautioufly advanced, that they were ejfen^ 

ft 

tlally difierent, and that the Father and Son 

had 
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had even different natures. And fo far were 
^e orthodox^ in this ftate of things^ from 
aiierting, as they did at the council of 
Nice, that the Son was confubjlantial with 
the father, that they were the firft to 
aiTert the dire£t contrary, as they did in 
the condemnation of Paulas Samofatenfis. 
Thus Bafil fays, " that they who condemned 
** him rejeded the word confubftantial *." 
But this language was retraced when 
Arius was to be condemned. So different 
a thing was the orthodoxy of the different 
periods. Optatus, and others, acknowledge 
that the famous term confubftantial^ was 
firil introduced in the Sabellian contro* 
verfy, when it feems to have been ufed by 
^e Sabellians, and difclaimed by the or- 
thodox, whofe object was to diflingujifh the 
members of the trinity, which the Sabcl- 
lians were charged with confounding (Lib. i. 
p. 8.) Origen, in anfwer to the Sabel- 

^ Koi yof TA) ofli oi tTTi Tlaviiu ro 'Zofioo'clti fftfvth^ovls^^ iiaSa^ 
ho9 mv 7^t9 u^ IK tvmfAOv • efaffpaf ya^ acavot tw ta Oftowus fU" 
mf vofiroof twoiav wia; n k^ t^v car auk^^ »; rs ndHaiupur^KTW^ 

Epifl. 300. Opera, vol. 3. p. 292. 

*^ ' lians. 



394 Philo/ophical Book III. 

liansy (hows, that in feveral places the Fa- 
ther and Chrifl are fpoken of as different 
perfons, efpecially when the Father is (aid 
to raife Chrift from the dead *. I have oh- 
ferved that Origen exprefsly maintained 
that the Son had an ejfence different from 
that of the Father ; and he makes it an ob- 
jedion to the unitarians, that they made 
the eflence of both to be the fame. " Be- 
" caufe," fays he, ** Chrift is called the true 
** light, and in the epiftle of John God 
*' is called light, fome think that the ef- 
^* fence of the Son does not differ from 
" that of the Father t." On this account, 
among others, the orthodoxy of Origen was 
called in queftion by fome after the Ariaa 
controverfy ; whereas it is very evident that 

* Me7a 3e tj/Io; kk, cQovov en tov ofjuiy^oywla firlhv ^waaiat vottm 
$av fJLr] ri ^wn tov voSs^a 'trotuvla x) >^ovla oli o h av vochnf 
*BOiit TcaHa ofAcwg kJ o viog 'arojEi, tov vwtfov OTrep to aco/Aa nv rryrrys^- 
Msvai^ T« 'vcS^og cwh T«7o x^^t^l^^* ^ 'SJporrrafd^eii xoflcov tyitytf- 
MS9M xp^fov sxvex^uv. Comment, vol. 2. p* p.iSj* 

f Ettei 3i feig wTTaiaTrXu; svlocv^a fJLSV o o'oSk(^ iv 9c ti} Ka^o^ut| 
TH ouIh luawH tTTiro^r, ^iSyilcu o ^Bog tivou ^;, o fjtsv Tig oulou km 
oltu^ev xcikxaiKvaisaicu n wia i^n iiBnvtsv^ th vih tov vcSsfA, 
Ibid. p. 70. 

both 
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both his opinions, and his language, were 
the very fame that were held by all the 
orthodox of his own age; and Athanafius 
and others made allowance for this, and 
apologized for him, as they alfo did for 
Dionyfius of Alexandria, who is often called 
the Father of Arianifm. 

Though the orthodox found it conve- 
nient to change the ufe of this word con^ 
fubftantial vf\itn the circumftances of things 
were changed, the unitarians did not; and 
therefore Marcellus and Euftathius of An- 
tioch, his difciple, declared loudly for it, 
at the council of Nice, as Beaufobre ob- 
ferves*. 

There is another circumftance relating to 
this controverfy that deferves to be particu- 
larly noticed ; as it alfo fliews what different 
ideas, and what different language, men will 
adopt in different fituations. As the philo- 
fophical unitarians held that the Father, Son, 
and Spirit (meaning the divinity belonging 
to them) were the fame, and alledged in 

♦ Hift. de Manicheifme, vol. i. p. 542. 

proof 
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proof of this our Saviour faying / and my 
Father are one ; the orthodox, in anfwer to 
them, faid that the one was in the neuter 
gender, and therefore, that the unity be- 
tween them was not an unity of effence^ but 
only of harmony^ and affe^ion. , Novatian 
fays, that ** becaufe Chrift fays they were 
^^ one, in the neuter gender, let the heretics 
^* underfland that it fignifies the concord 
^* of fociety, not unity of perfon*/' This is 
the very explanation of this text, that the 
unitarians after the council of Nice always 
gave, when the orthodox availed them- 
felves of it, as a proof that the Father 
and the Son were one in ejfence, or were 
confubjiantial to (each, other. Then nothing 
could be faid too high of the divinity of 
the Son. But Novatian, who lived before 
the Arian controverfy, f\ys, *' Moft of the 
*^ heretics, moved with the greatnefs and 

♦ Qui potuifTct dicere, ego pater, fi patrcm fe efle mc- 
minifTet. £t quia dixit unum, intclligant haeretici quia 
non dixit unus. Unum cnim ncutraliter pofltum focicta- 
tis concordiam^ non unitatcm perfonac, fonat. Cap. 27, 
p. 99. 



Chap. XVII. Vnitarianifm. ^gj 

*^ truth of Chrifl's divinity, extend his 
'^ honours beyond bounds, daring to call 
" him not God the Son, but God the 
•' Father himfclf *." Thus the great ob- 
je&, of the orthodox in the fecond century, 
was to make a God of Chrift, but a far tV?- 
ferior God, and alfo a God o/^ or out of God 
the Father, left he fhould be thought to 
be another God, and independent of the Fa- 
ther. On the other hand, the great objedl 
of the orthodoxy of a later period, was to 
exalt the Son to a perfect equality with the 
Father, fo as to allow the Father no ad- 
vantage but what was nominal, or refpefted 
mere order. Hence the difference of the 
language, and in the arguments of the two 
different periods. While the unitarians 
always c^fidered the Father as the only 
true God, and Chrift a mere man^ the fer- 
vant of God. And if the more philofo- 

* Ut plerique hzreticorum, divinicatis ipfius naagnitu- 
dine et veritate commoti, ultra modum extendentes ho- 
nor€s ejus, aufl (int non filium, fed ipfum deum patrem 
promcre vel putare. Cap. 23. p. 87* 

phical 
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phical among them afcribed any divinity to 
him, it was only the divinity of the Father, 
refiding in him, and adting by him, and that 
only for a time ; it being withdrawn from 
him again, when the purpofe of its emif- 
fion had been anfwered. 



CHAP. 
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CHAPTER XVIIL 

Of the Principles and Arguments of the ancient 

Unitarians^ 

T SHALL now proceed to give a diftinA 
view of the principles of the ancient uni- 
tarians, and of the arguments by which they 
defended them ; and I beg that my readers 
would compare them with the arguments 
of the trinitarians, of which an account has 
been given already. 



SECTION L 

^heir Zeal for the Divine Unity ^ and their 

Senfe of the Word Logos. 

ALL the denominations of unitarians, 

comprizing both the vulgar and the 

philofophical part of them, confidered them- 

felves as advocates for the unity of God^ 

which they thought was infringed by their 

opponents. 
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opponents. Of this we have fufficient 
evidence in every period of their hiftory ; 
and thus much is acknowledged by all their 
adverfaries. Whatever their miftakes were, 
it was owned that they were led into them 
by their dread of violating the firft, and the 
greatcft of all the principles of religion, 
viz. that of the proper unity of the divine 
nature. "" Sufficient evidence of this hath 
been given already; but to this view of 
their arguments^ I fhall prefix a few other 
paffages of the Fathers, which likewife 
clearly prove it. 

Origen evidently confidcred the unita- 
rians as pcrfons who really dreaded left, by 
admitting Chrift to be God, they (hould 
infringe upon the honour that was due to 
the Father only. ** By thefe means," he 
fays, ** may be explained that which greatly 
** difturbs many perfons, who plead a prin- 
•' ciple of piety, and who fear to make 
*' two Gods*." He afterwards recurs to 
the fame fubjedt, and introduces it as an 

* Koi TO 'sr^Wisj f fXoScif^ mca svxofMva; rapaaa-ovy tvXaCofASvas 
ivo aafocto^tv7ai. Comment, in Johannem, Edit. Huetii, 

vol. 2. p. 46. 

2 objeAioa 
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obje£tion of perfons with whom he would 
not trifle^ and whom he was far from 
charging with hypocrify. " But . fincc,'* 
fays he, ^' it is probable that many may be 
^^ offended, becaufe we fay that one is the 
** true God, namely, the Father, and be- 
^* fides this true God, there are many who 
*^ are made gods by participation ; fearing 
^f that the glory of him, who exceeds all 
creatures, fhould be brdught down td 
that of others, who obtained the appella* 
'* tion of Gods, &c.*" Origen, therefore, 
muft have' thought rcfpedlfully of thofc 
early unitarians, and have confidered them 
as objecting to the dcJdtrine of the divinity 
of Chrift from the very bcft principles. 

Novatian fays, that •* when they,'^ the 
unitarians, ** obfcrve, that it is written there 
'* is but one God, they think that they 
'* can no othcrwife maintain the truth of 
* this, than by aflcrting, either that Chrift is a 

• A^' £7ru SIX®- vpoam^en rncn rots ttpifovoii t»of fAi9 akn* 
)im dec TV votlpo^ a^ray^yiXofunty tfofa 9k rev aXtfiivw Scoy dcov 
lAooMBir rn fuhx'i '^ ^^ ywofjLSvavj tt/XaSofjLtintf tw tk tfOff'atf 
ih^w vmpexfiSoi 2b|^ tit<roicca roif ^ot9roi$ mg Sio( vpoffrryoputg 
rorxfipmHyiic* Commeat> in Johannem, Edit. Huetii, 

^ol. 2. p. 46* * 

Vot. IIL D d •' mere 
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^^ mcvc man, or that he is God the Fa- 
'' ther ^. Ettfebius (ays, that ^^ Marcclks 
'^ wrot^ his book in order to aflert the 
'' the unity of God f /' He alfo %s, thit 
^f Marceilus gloried in acknowledging but 
** one God |/' Athanafius iays, that ^' the 
<^ followers of Marcellus and Photinus de- 
'^ nied ^e pre^exiftence of Chrilt, and his 
^* divinity, and bis everlafting kingdom, 
V along with the Jews, on pretence of efta* 
blifliing a monarchy §.^ ^' They fo cor-^ 
rupt the facred faith of the gofpel/' fays 
Hilary, ^^ that from a profe^Qn of re- 
" vcrence towards God, they denied the 
" nativity of his only begotten Son, faying* 

♦ Quia cum animadvertcrent fcriptum effe quod unus 
fit deus, non aliter putaverant iftam tenere fc pofle fenten- 
tiam, nifi aut hominem tantum Chriftum, aut certe deum 
patrem putareiit ciTe crcdendum. Cap. 30. p. 116. 

f Ti7o fvuri vt^roi rmfou^ iiarotm y9»pi(ti9 dfoy; Ec. TheoL 
Kb. |. prcf. p. 57. 

t AAfya MM asfAvuvdcu avx"^ ^^ ^^^ eiSbidu. Ibid. cap. 17; 
p. 8o. 

WW uTTOfin Tu xp<n(, km rmr dsoWa, a^ rm cilo^tMov a3k fiatffihoca 

Xto* De Synodis Annen. Opera, vol. i. p. 898. 

. . *• that 
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^' chat there is a proteniion, rather than 
•• a defcent into man ♦/' In this he al* 
ludes to the principles of the philofo-* 
phical unitarians, Gregory Naxianzen, ad- 
dreifing the unitarians, calls them, by way 
of ridicule, fo^aytmSoi, fif^tfofxot, as pretending 
fco a great zeal for the honour of the 
Father^ as the unbegotten, and without 
origin -f*; and in another place he com* 
plains, that '* the greateft obftacle to the 
'^ reception of the truth, was the piety 
' of his hearers J." He fays they had 
Kcai, but not according to knowledge, and 
therefore would be puni(hed with few 
llripes §. 

^ Quidam ita evangelioe iidei corrumpunt iacnifnen>. 
um, ut fiib unius dei pia tantum profeffione nativitatem 
migcniti dci abnegent : ut protenfio fit potius in hominem 
|uam defcenfio. Lib. i. p. lo. 

+ Tlfoatptniuu ^b Chiyov fiXop/twiJt pv lej f iAajafx«« On 
3. p. 209* 

"X AMi* ^ uai TOii oi>Jyo Ti ii^auMtif tnri9x;nifiiMmi farcy voiu 

(fi0»m HoAtrsilM ly oM^i^, Or. !• p. ly. 

D d a rfoJ^ 
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There is fometbing particularly ftriking 
Ip the account that Epiphanius gives of the 
manner in which Sabellians would accoft 
men of plain underftanding on the fubjed 
of the unity of God, and the ufual efie^ of 
fuch . zeal and good fenfe. ^' Well, my 
•• friends/' fay they, ** have we one God, or 
^* three Gods ? and when a pious perfoo^ 
** and one who is not fufficiently upon 
^^ his guard, hears this, he is immediately 
^' alarmed, and afTents to his error, fo as 
*• to deny the Son, and the Holy Spirit ♦." 

Cyril of Alexandria fays, that ** they 

« 

*' who acknowledged only one God, and 

« 

*' who denied that he had generated a Son 
*' out of himfclf, pretended that it was from 
'• a principle of piety •j'/' Beaufobre there- 

cfofpa neOoH^miuvWy hit waXXo^ 3efOf(cv»y, aq « 3ia MOMiwf Jy 
vovnptav^ th haTroluta ^e^l|ua7o; aTro^n^iMc;. Or. i. p. i8. 

* £(k olav eruvavkff^ai rici ron afiXiTdlonv, d oMipcauVy tav ^ 
ra crafvi rw ^etuv y^afm yivocncavloiVy rm vnuavf aJhtg ufwf^Raa 
rcu^hv • Tt eof etsroi/iAcy, a Soi^ em Seov ixflf^^ n rpet^ Sck;; cby it 
OMHvn cy sijy^tia orv, X; ^ ra rt)<tia rttg offfao^ta; nnra^ECfv®', 

Ofvufui^ Tov Scov, N^ tifiOHtlai ofWfjLev®- to nvau vm ]^ ro cepm 
wwfAet. Hxr. 62. Optra^ vol. 1. p. 514. 

i* Eib Ti fauif ca/f » loi^ vfo^ ni*m cBflcmrofAOfOi ^o<yol(, tj 
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therefore had reafon to acknowledge that 
Sabellianirm was*innocent in its origin^ and 
arofc from the fear of making more gods 
than one * . 

^hat the caufe of the unitarians was 
confidered as the fame with that of the 
Jews, the great advocates of the divine 
unity appears from Chryfoftom, who, 
fpeaking of the divinity of Chrift, as prov- 
ed from the Old Tcftament, fays, that *• if 
** any Jew, under the form of a chriftian, 
*' lift up his head (I mean Paulus Samofa- 
^^ tenfis) the fame arguments may be ufed 
** againft him ;'* and afterwards, ^' what 
^^ was faid againft the Jews, may be faid to 
*' thofc who have the fame origin t«'* M. 
Caleca alfo makes Sabellianifm to be the 
fame thing with Judaifm \. 

ci( Tii^ /MM( ' n^inv o7f n^ ytytnnMsv ti taaSd Toy i/ior. Contra 
Julianum, lib. i. Juliani, Opera, vol. 2. p* 22* 

* Hiftoire de Manicheifme, vol. |. p. 535. 

f El %r ikfog i)fjm l^m ccmmutHu vo^v vfofvnrw, xprtam 
WMfiipifm Tloo^ 2afA0ffcQsvgy Xctm , i^cOmfAiVKcu mpoq rtSw met 
mn rns xpuvn^Xfyriy Acf h la ox^a canf 'opog hiaatg npfai, jmi 
«jM( ntf awo tk7» uTnof. In Pf. 109* Opera, vol. 3. p. 323. 

X Otf riSo >C7fti, 6k mcQnf f rf ncu vw^^ uai aepm wmffM * tih 
loyof \iiiouMw w Mcu 3bici tv IoS&ms. Corabefis Auduarium, 
vol 2. p. 203. 

^ Pd3 My 
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My readers will probably wifh to know* 
in what fenfe the ancient unitarians ynder- 
ftood the term logos, of which fo many dif- 
ferent opinions have been entertained by 
chriflians; and on this head it is in my 
power to give them the moft complete fa- 
tisfa^ion. The logos has been fo long con- 
fidered by the generality of chriftians as fy-» 
nonyqious to CJbri^^ that they think any 
other interpretation to be harfli and unna«- 
tural. Socinus himfelf» and many who are 
now called Socinians, confidercd it as rnean^ 
ing the go/pel, or the word of God, in its 
moft literal fenfe. But all the ancient uni« 
tariansy without exception » coniidered it as 
fignifying that word of God by which thq 
world was made, viz. tht power of God, his 
efTential operative attribute; aod it will ap<*-. 
pear, that they were exceedingly furprifed 
at hearing of any other interpretation of 
it. Now, confidering that thp common 
people, as well as the learned, among the 
unitarians, had. this idea pf it, it cannof 
b^t be concluded to have been the proper 
prigina} fenfe of the ferm, becaufe it was io 
underflpod by thofe very pcrfons for whofe 

? vfg 



Chak XVIIL xfancttnt Unifmrians. 407 

tifc tlic gofpcl of jolih was written. This 
48 an article of ib much confequience, that 
I fhall produce a confiderable number of 
authorities for it ; difpofing of them pretty 
tibarljr according to the age of the writers 
from whom they are x:dlte6bed. 

Hippolytus; writing -^gSitiR Noetus, 
Ays^ " I (hall be toH, you tell me fome- 
^* thing ftrange, when you call the logos 
*' the Son*.'* In the larger expofition olF 
faith afcribcd to Gregory Thaumaturgus, 
it Is faid^ '^ Some make the wifdom of 
^' God to referable the wifdom of man, 
*^ becaufe he is wife, and his word to be 
'* like that word which is uttered, or con^ 
** ceived, in the mind> without any hypo« 
^^ ftafisf.'' '^ Some difcipleg of Paolw 

* 4^^ 1^ m ^<(i ieyov ym ftfu^ urm Anwr mw. Of^enii 

f Noh i!Rinus alleni fuht, qui trinitatem tion fecnndan^ 
vcrhatim ex tribus perfopiscofifitetitur, fed in anitate tripl|« 
catam (ecundum compofitionqm impie fingunt, et fapicn- 
dam in deo exiflimant eflfe Hcut in hominc fapientiam hur 
manam, qua fapiens eft ; et verbuin fimile e0e interpretan«] 
tar verbo quod ore profertuf , vel mente concij^itur, miQsi 
li^ftaii. Opera, p. 16. 

P 4 4 •• SamoA^w 
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/^ Samoiatenfis,'' fays Atfaanafius, ^^ diftia- 
M guiih the logps from the Son, faying, 
'^ that thp Son is Chrifl, but the logos is 
,<f another thing*/' •' Paulus Samofatcn- 
^' £s/' fays Epiphanius, held that the logos 
*' of God> and hiS fpirit, was always in 
** God, as the logos of man is in man ; and 
y that. the Son had no perfona} fubiiftence, 
.^^ wh'iph wa$ alfo the dodirine of Sabellius. 
** Npvatus, Noetus, and others -f-.'* Hi- 
lary alfo fays that " the word of God, ac- 
•* cording to the heretics, was the power 

^^pfQodt" 

* * 

That this was the dodrine of Marccllus 
and Photinus, we |iave the cleared evidence, 

* T(V(( Tw airo th "EofioffcSttifj oicufitvltf rov Aoyoy avo n wr, 
^eunusffi Tcv fwf um mm rw Xf^rwy tot h Xoyof a>Xo\^ uvm. Con- 
tra Arianos, Or. 5. Opera, vol. i. p. 543. 

i* £v Bw it ati oUa tovouIh hcr)f(n^ uai ro nsvivfut avln^ navtf a 
mv^pctTTH Hafiia liiQ" ^07®' . /vn ttvcu it rov vm ns Snr c^vsnomlra, 
a»a £y atHu Sc6) . ucirip a^t^i hcu XaCeXAt®-, xm Novd?^, 
ftai Q Np)i7^, xai a^^a. Hxr. 65* ppera^ vol. i. p. 6o8. 

X Per qMod etiam illud vitii adjungitur, ut deus verbum 
tanquam pars aliqua virtutum dei, quodam f^ tradu conti- 
nuationis extendens hcminem ilium, qui a Maria cflp 
caepit habitaverit, et virtutibus divinae operationis inftnixc 

rit ; ^nifiix tamen fuae motu naturaque viventein. Lib« 

....•• .... 

r ' cfpccially 
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efpecially from Eufebius, who wrote againfl: 
the former of them. *' Marcellns/* he 
fays, *' believed Chrift to be ihe word of 
** God, but a mere word^ like that of man, 
*' and not a living and fubftantial fon */' 
Again, he fays, " Marcellus afferts, that 
*« the logos is not ufed by way of figure, 
** though thofe who teach the contrary 
*' (hould burft with their lies, but fimply 
*' and truly logos,'* or reafon "f*. ** Mar- 
^' cellus held that the logos was always 
** united to, and connefted with the Fa- 
f ^ thcr |/' He held that the " logos was in 
^' God, as his reafon ; that it was for a time 
*^ out of God, and returned into him at the 
•' day of judgment, and was then united to 
*' him as it had been before §/' Chryfoftom 

^a^Mcu upsrala, ro» x^rw uvcu OfAoXoyBS9 B^iXet, Contra 

Marceilum, lib. i. p. ig. 

-' -f Oy ndlxxfnriMug }joyof ovoficur^tii nopf fiapfaroiev oi £7f^o$« 

Ibid. lib. 2. p. 40. 

* t '^^ ^^ ^079y iX^iv cy iotJIoi tvcif/jem ftm mjyii\mjix90v aJlo 

piffw. Ec. Theol. lib. i. cap. 5. p. 63. 
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alio bjBp that '' Marct^; Photiain, aad 
'< Sophronio^ . fay that .'the. ^logor is ah 
'^ energy, and that this ebrrgy inhabitt 
«« him. who was the fon of -David, hiit is 
*^ not a fubfifting perfon */' TheophiiaA 
repeats this in almoft the fame words, fay« 
ing, '* Marcellus of Galatiai Photinus, and 
^* Soj^pnittf , faid that the logos was chtf 
y^ energy-of God, and' not a perfbnal fub- 
^* iiftence,.^nd that it inhabited a defcen- 
'^ dant of David *f-t'' Epiphanius fays, that 
'rPhotinus.aflerted that the logos of God 
«^ was from the beginning, but that it was 
«• not the Son of God J." 
. I (ball add ^ few other teftimooies front 

later writers. Cyril of Alexandria, writing 

■ » 

TX Sen ytyomai wSlt (foam rw ev aJla Aoyov . mm voAif tvlo^ aaSk 
fjifia rov xatfO¥ mg Hpffiui ' of tik^ rjvsyru $e» onAug wHm^ mcmsf 
jtcu vf^fov n9^ Ec. Theol. lib, i. cap. 8, p. 1 13. 

* Mafitt»og MM ^ultsvoij Mou Sfi^poyio;, Toy Xcrfw mfUmr umt 
foffi^ Ti|y it tvtfyiuxff raifkf spoutwat tm $jc aTrtffuDoi AoC- 3^. w 
wiec9 sw^oralcp. In Phil. %. Opera, vol. lo. p. I239« 

f 'MafMt>Xog VeO^i^ Mm ^oileivo;^ Mat Xufgano^ cAiyoy tdi 
>ayo9 n htn mfytvca nvai^ we wiwf twworoSw * tavhof 3f noooira^ 
rovcK ffvsfiAoQof AoCtS". In Phil. 2. Opera, vol. 2- p. 591. 

X Km Mjlof frifu tiVM rov Koym ott ct^x^y ^ ^y^ ^ vn^v* 

vm9w. Haer. 71. p*83i« 
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againft Theodorus, who is faid to have been 
the proper father of Neftorianifm (which 
differed very lUtle from the unitarian doc* 
trine) evidently fuppofes that this was the 
received dodrine of the unitarians,, when 
he fays, /^ It is falfe to fky that the word 
''of God has no fubftance. It is the 
'' eradation of a foolifli heart; For he 
'' himfelf faid to Mofes, I am that I am> 
'* and therefore they who think fo we deem 
*' moft (lupid */' Again, replying to thofc 
who faid that the logos is verbum injitum^ 
or the proper internal reafon of the Father, 
" Why did not our Saviour fay, I and the 
*• word of my Father are one, audi he that 
** fees me, fees the word of the Father/- 
He adds, that '^ the logos, in the introduc-^ 
*' tion to the gofpel of John h^s the article 
'^ prefixed to it, which {hews that, it did 

* Minime enim mentietur faUiffimum eflfe feroionem. 
quod verbum quod ex dec apparuit, dicatur noa habuiff; , 
fubftantiam : eft enim ftulti^mi cordis erudatio. Nai:{| 
ipfe dicebat Mofi ego fum qui Aim : quomodo autem uik- 
quam hoc quod vere eft, in fubftantii per fe non fenrarl 
intelligitur ? et propterea cos qui fic ientiunt, mericoiu^^ 
^iiiimos tiTc definimus. Opera, voL 2* p« ^87* 



412 TrinciflUs and Arguments Book I IT. 

^^ not mean reafon in general, bat a parti- 
^* cular fpecific logos */' I do not think 
it at all neceflary to reply to the reaibning 
of Cyril in this place, I only quote him in 
order to afcertain what it was that the uni- 
tarians, his adverfaries, thought on the 
fubjed. 

The emperor Julian gives his teff imony to 
the unitarians having fuppofed tliat by lo- 
gos was intended the power of God, '* Some 
•* of the impious," meaning the chriftians. 
be fays, ** fay that Jcfus Chrift is one perfon, 
** and he that is called the logos by John 
<* another +/' He likcwife fays that '* John 
** does not mention the name of Jcfus, or 

♦ Praeterca fi unigenitus dei filius idcirco verbum eft 
et vocacur, quoniam (ut ipfi dicunt) infitum patris ver- 
bum fufcipiens, ad illud formatur: cur non dixit ad 
difcipulos, ego et verbum patris unum fumus : et, qui 

me videt, b etiam verbum patris vidct ? ^^Ideo vidcmus 

fiiium hominis, articulo ad utrumque nomen prxpofito, 
lalvatore noftro proferri, quando fc folum ab infinita ho- 
minum multitudine vclit fignificare. In John, cap. 4. 
Opera, vol- 1. p. 610. 

a>Xov j^t Tov VTTO lucanm unpurlofjievov >joyo¥, Cyril. Contra 
Jul. lib. 10. Opera, vo}, 2. p. 333. 
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^' of Cbrift, when he calls him God and 
*• logos*.'' 

This ufe of the term logos or word, ia 
common in the Old Teflament^ as when 
the Pfalmift fays. By the word of the Lord 
were the heavens made, &c. and Maca^ 
rius, having no view to this controveriy, 
fays, *' The word of God is God, and the 
•* word of the world is the world," and 
then fpcaks of the difference between the 
word of God and the word of the world, 
and between the children of God, and the 
children of the world f . 

In this fenfe, according to Euiebius, the 
Jews always under flood the term logos. *' If 
'* any one," fays he, " fuppofe that the 
** Son is; a mere word — that it is quiefcent 
'* in the Father, when he is quiefcent, but 
^' was adtive when he made the world, re« 

amoM}^. Cyril. Contra Jul. lib. lo. Opera, vol.2, p. 327* 

f O 731 $» ?jDy&'^ isog in, MM Xoy&' Txr MoafAn xo^fiQ^ 
en * "sro^A)} h hafofa kcu f^sa-dhif T(/7x^^<< '^ *>* xoTs *nt Stir, nm 

nf ^Oyft Ttf MOfffdM^ MCU TUV TVtvm TH ds2(> MOi TW nxVUV TS MOfffMH * 

CKarov 7^ yiwnfAa loi^ liiwi ^wtt ywtu^iv. Opera, p. 223. 

** fembling 
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itaMmg the logos of nan, which is 
qoidccot when we are fikat, hot a&ive 
^ whcD we fpcak ; it is eiridcat diat he 
^ intcrf€CU as the Jews do, and accocdiog 
^ to boman reafi>o, and that he denies the 
^' true Sod of God «/' He then adds what 
was quoted in this Tolome^ p. 13. concern* 
log the Jews acknowledging that God has 
a logos, but no Son. 



ifmjrma crtmftyjn p^/n^iak^ rw it et^^ vts9 tk hi^ opntfcn^. 
CoCitra Marctllum, lib. i. p. 4. 
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SECTION II. 

Arguments of the: cncieat Unitarians from '* 

. [ ^eajon. 

TTAVIN6 ft«ed what the principles of 
the ancient iJhitarians were, I fhall ia 
the next place, give a view of the arguments 
by which they dc'ftnded them ; and as fome 
of thefc were draWn from the principles of • 
reafon, and otheri from the fcriptures, I 
fliall mention the former in the firft place. 
But in this I need not inlifl upon their 
capital argument^ VIZ « that the dodrine of 
the divinity of ChVift and of the trinity, is 
an infringement of the great dodrine of 
natural and revealeH religion, tbe unity of 
God. This has appeared fufficiently al- 
ready. Alfb many of their other arguments 
have been nlentionecl in the replies of their 
trinitarian adveriaries. I (hall, therefore, 
only recite fuch others as have happened 
to ocCur feparately* 

That 
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That the ancient unitarians were much 
addiffced to reafoning, and that they often 
difputed with great acutenefs and fubtilitj, 
fo as to puzzle their opponents^ may be 
inferred from what is faid of them by 
Eufebius, viz. that ** they negleded the 
*^ fcriptures, and reafoned in fyllogifms *." 
No doubt they did reafon, and probably 
in the fyllogiftic form, as was the cuftom 
with logicians, and I doubt not very clofely 
and juftly; but it will be feen that they 
were far from neglecting the fcriptures. 

According to the moft ancient dodlrine 
of the generation of the Son, there was a 
time when the Father was fimply one^ and 
had not generated this Son. Upon this 
idea, Marcellus faid that, ** if it be a per- 
** fedion in the Father to have a Son, he 
*' was imperfed while he was without 
" one f ." 

* Ot/ Tt M ^Eiai >Tf>ci yfODfcu ^iHiolltgy oAX c^otcy cxnfia av7^ 
T^yurfM ii; Tn» m; cAsobHog suge9n avroiaiVy ftXovwti^ oaMnvk^ 
Hift. lib. 8. cap. 28. p. 253. 

eu^ov eivMf ^ ttct?^ avJov Bivai mali^a t» toihIh yia^ anxSa}^>£cttt. 
mouuta. Contra Marcellum, lib. i* p. 22* 

To 
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To the dodlrine of divine generation in 
general, the objedlion was, that the divine 
effence muft then be corporeal* *« Mar- 
cellus iaid, that, if the Son be z,probole,*' or 
produdllon, ** from the Father, and he be 
** his oflfspring, like the offspring of other 
** living creatures, both the being pro- 
*• ducing, and the being produced, muft be 
•* corporeal*." 

That the Son, who was generated from 
the Father, was allowed by thofe who lirft 
advanced that dodrine to be inferior to the 
Father, the moft abundant proof has been 
given. Afterwards all this was retracted* 
But the unitarians retorted it upon them. 
•* The enemies of truth," fays Chryfoftom, 
\^ urge that, if the Son be equal to the 
** Father, why did not the Father become 
** incarnate ? As it was the Son who took 
** the form of a fervant, is it not plain that 
^* he is inferior. But if on this account 
^' he took human nature, the Spirit, who, 

X £1 vof nBpSdkn triv o vto^ tv veO^^ km yma fjisv f{ avk 
§irout ra tm (aw yBmifJLc&a^ avayxifi a-ufAa uvea rov vfcScPiXffla t^ 
Tov vpoCs^^^nfum, Contra Marcellum, lib. i. p. 22. 

' Vol. III. Ec V they 
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^* they fay (though' we do not acknowledge 
** this) is inferior to the Son, ihould have 
** been incarnate*.'* 

The trinitariansy giving a reafon for the 
myftery of the incarnation, held that the 
divinity gave a value to the fufferings of the 
human nature to which it was united. But 
the unitarians urged the abfurdity of this; 
faying, according to Theodoret^ *^ If a man 
^* only fufFered, it was a man that iayed 
•' us-f." This is an argument to which 
the drthodox have always made very lame 
replies. They have never chofe to fay that 
the deity of Chrift fuffered, or that it par- 
took of the fufferings of the human na- 
ture. Confequently, if it was only man 
that fuffered, the fatisfa^ion made by that 
fuffering could only be finite ; and in fad*, 

ill ti 170^ w ru yr/awptolt^ rivo^ eyuis¥ o isain^ \sji ove^oCc aa^na^ 
eo^ vioi vTTtiu mv tk SsA^ /jbs^^ ; of a ax n/Sh^oy, A e^nthi mala' 
iiiri^o^ nvi Mm firtt ti iia thIo mv nfAslefov trtCiiy fif^svy to wsih 
/ict, ^atrif auiot rtt ui:£ t^anTm uvm {h yof ca yyoi; eiToi/icy) GreM 
ffopea^wm shu Scr. 51. Opera, vol. 5. p. 697. 

t Av^ft^roi w iyM9 isoft^x^ "iw ciSh/^iOBf* Dial. 3. Opera, 
vol 4. p. 116. 

could 
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(:puld extend no farther than the fufFeringji 
of any other man.* 

NoyatUn fays, in proof of the divinity 
pf Chrift, '* if he be only a man, why is he 
every where invoked, (ince it is the na-* 
^' tare not of man, but of God, to be pre- 
*f fent in every place* ?" But whatever 
might be the cafe in the time of Novatian 
(when what he fays could not be true of any 
hefides the trinitarians) this certainly was 
not the pra&ice even with them in the 
time of Origen, who flourifhed not more 
than twenty years before him. This has 
been Hiewn already, and therefore this uni* 
verfal practice (night have been urged, and 
probably was urged, by the ancient unita* 
rians, as an argument in their favour. Ac- 
cording to Qrigen, the cuftom of chriftians 
was to pray to God through Chrift +. And 

* Si homo tantummodo Chriftus ; quomodo abeft 
ubique invocatus, cpm haec hominis natura non fit, fed 
dei, ut adefTe omni loco poffit ? Cap. 14. p. 45. 

t GfifffHtfiM^biev H9 Toy ^BcOsfa m; o^D^siof, j^ rov uiov mf oXif- 

^mia^ K; Tn TcuHohSi ?« fisi^iiifialo^. Ad C;r]fum, lib. 8. 
p. 386. 

Ec2 Chrift 



^ 
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Chrift was fuppofed to join in their prayers. 
'* We are not to pray," fays he, ** without 
*^ our high-prieft ^/' In like manner, other 
faints were fuppofed, in the time of Origen, 
to bear their part in the prayers of the 
churches to which they had belonged, long 
before it was thought right to pray to 
them, and this was the natural progress of 
things with refpeft to Chrift. 

It has been feen how ftrenuoufly the 
ancient unitarians iniifted upon the anti^ 
' quity of their dodlrine, and how far all the 
learned trinitarians conceded to them, by 
admitting that, in the time of the apoflles, 
the doSrinc of the divinity of Chrift was 
not taught openly ; becaufe the world was 
not then ready to receive it. It has alfo 
been feen that Baiil was charged with in- 
troducing novelty into his diocefe, efpe- 
cially in his form of doxology to the Holy 
Spirit ; from which it is evident, that the 
unitarians of that age and country confi- 
dcred his dodtrine as having had fome other 
origin than either the fcriptures, or chrif* 

f A?^ tm x^i^i ''•« ofpc'ff wj. D^ Oiatignc, p. 49. 

tian 
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tian antiquity ; and one of them certain Iv 
thought very juftly of it, when he faid to 
fiafiU '* I know nothing of your foreign 
** philofophy*/' In that country, the au- 
thority of Gregory Thaumaturgus was very 
great, and it was appealed to both by Bafil 
and his adverfaries, who were perhaps bet* 
ter judges than himfelf, of what had been 
the cuftom before he came into the diocefe. 
In a letter to his clergy, he fays, ^^ do not 
'* defpifc the hypoftafcs, do not deny the 
.*' name of Chrift, or pervert the fayings of 
«' Gregory f-'' 

Gregory Nyflcn fays, that he and his 
friends were charged with innovation when 
they taught the dodtrihe of three hypoftafes, 
of one goodnefs^ one power> and one divi« 
nity J." 

* Ov yotf avm^ vftm tik oAXomAc Tofta^, De Sp. S. cap. 
17. Opera, vol. 2. p. 330. 

-f* Toi uvoraffiif /mi aMs/7ff, xo cvo/ia ru xf^m yon earaptta^^ . 
rag n Tfnyofw fwag fjon «^c{»iy£t^dc« £pi(L. 63. Opera, vol. . 
3. p. 98. 

vofuif jy fuav dfoMft Afyuy lyio;. oQwAcu. Dc Triflitate, vol. 
2, p. 439. 

E e 3 The 
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The apoflles creed has been fhewn to 
afford a ftrong argument for the antiquity^ 
and purity of the ancient unitarian doc- 
trine. This argument was urged by Pho- 
tinus, who, according to Ruffinus, pldided 
that '* the apoftles creed, literally under- 
** flood. Was in his favour*/* Marcellus, 
in his epifUe, quotes the whole of the 
apoflles creed, and aflents to it f . 

The orthodox ufed to alledge the re« 
ceived mode of baptifm as a proof of the 
divinity of Chrifl ; but we learn from Bafil, 
that the unitarians replied, th^t '' baptiz- 
** ing in the name of the Spirit was no 
^' proof of his godhead, becaufe jmentioo is 
** made of baptizing unto MofesJ." 

* Fotinum vero hxrcticunl fcio eatenus fcripfifle, non 
ut rationem didorum audiendbus explanaret, fed ut fim- 
plicitur fideliterquc df£hi, ad argumentum fui dogmatis 
traheret. In Symbol, pref. p. 169. 

+ Epiphanii, Opera, vol. i. p. 836- 

% A>x nit u PaTrlticfiiOa^ fn^iv, it; ai/b, k^ kIm iaicaovfula 

ief tXfi ^ifrn SaXatrirn. Dc Sp. S, cap. 14, Opera, vol. 2. 
P- 3»8. 
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SECTION III. 

Arguments of the ancient Unitarians from the 

Scriptures. 

'TpHE great ftrong hold of the unitarians 
was the fcriptures, and the plain lite- 
ral fenfe of them. " They bawl out", lays 
Bafil, ** with their proofs from fcripture, 
** and make no account of the unwritten 
^* traditions of the Fathers*/' And Pho- 
tinus, in his difpute with Bafil, f^id that 
*^ he could prove his dodrine by a hundred 
*' parages of fcripture ^J^ The orthodox 
in general, complained of the advantage 
which the unitarians had in appealing tp 
the literal fenfe of the fcripture- *' If," 
fays Gregory NyfTen, ** a man refts in the 

* Toi sK Toav iyyfofm cnrc^si^eti tjri^ouilai^ tmr ayfofw T«y 
meSipm papiupav o); niivof altca aTTOTTifs.'jrofAivot. De Sp« S« 
cap. 10. Opera, vol. 2. p. 313. 

f Km fUla xauxnna); wtft rvy^ tm^iffeoii oidhv fAstfypia^ ^1- 
ftiv ytwcf^oi iTnT/fuhxIo. Epiphaiiius, Hiit. 70. vol. i. 
p. 829. 

E c 4 " bare 
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'^ bare letter, fo far he judaizes in opinion, 
** and has not learned that a chriftian is not 
*« the difciple of the letter, but of the Spirit* 
** for the letter killeth^ but the Spirit 
••givcthlife*." 

It is to be obferved, that by judaizing^ 
was meant adopting the dodtrine of the 
iimple humanity of Chrift, For the an- 
cient unitarians were commonly compared 
by the orthodox to ]tyfs, and the Arians to 
Gentiles, as worfhippers of two gods ; the 
Arian logos not being of the fame fubftance 
with the Father ; and therefore a maker of 
the world, or a God, quite didind from 
him. 

Gregory Nazianzen alfo reprefents the 
heretics as drawing many to them by their 
interpretation of the fcriptures f* 

* Owosv^ u '\fiha vrapOfAEvti rti yfecfjiptaliy t^ Koia rA to /ufo^ 
liiiouiti m yvoifAYij t^ anu 'aEireuhulat oli hx^ yfOfifLoOo^ en xp^' 
^WEv®- lAo&T^TMj a»^ zmufiol^ , to yof y^ajA^AeL, fnirn^ arm^ 
ItttfE!, TO h weufAa (atooroui. Contra Eunomium Orado i6. 
Opera, vol. 2. p. 341. 

+ Toi 3f vofa T«v S««y y^aipm^ tvra^ii; rt J^ aHAwai aaq oc 
T8 y^ofAfjoio^ iffc^iAw, )y tov vhv tuv yiyfofAfjLivuv xA£flrfcr/fj tit; 
iro^Xa; c;£lt(i(ovlouy «; tw oJov ttj a^JiSfuj Tafa<roTf(r/, Or. 36, 
Opera, p, 577. 

With 
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With refpea to the Old Tcftamcnt, it 
was the general complaint of the orthodox 
that the unitarians interpreted it as the Jews 
did, and proved the doctrine of the unity 
of God from it. I therefore do not need to ' 
mention many of their arguments. Juftin 
Martyr pretended to prove from .the appear- 
ance to Mofes in the bu(h» that it was not 
Jehovah himfelf who fpake to him, but 
Chrift. But Marcellus argues from the 
fame thing, in favour of his dodtrine, pro- 
bably conlidering the God that fpake froni 
the hu(h as the Supreme fieing, who was 
felf-exiftent, and had no rival ; for Eufe- 
bius fays, that '^ Marcellus argued from 
^^ lam that lam^^J' 

Of the unitarians alledging, Deut. vi. 6. 
Hear O Ifrael the Lord thy God is one Lord^ 
and alfo, Ifa. xli. 4, I am the firji and I am 
the laftf and bejides me there is no other (a text 
aliQoft as celebrated as that of Mofes) I 
could produce numberlefs inflances, and 
they are both generally alledged at the fame 
time* Marcellusj after quoting the latter, 

^ £c. Theol. lib. 2* cap. 19. p. X3o« 

fays. 
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Kays, •* There is tliercfore no younger God, 
^ nor Any other befides the God who is the 
*^ laft, able toco-operate with God*/* 

It has been feen, that the trinitarians en« 
^feavoured to' prove the divinity of Chrift 
from the Old Teftament. On the other 
hand, the unitarians were not wanting, on 
their part^ to prove his fimple humanity 
from it. 

Theodotus urged, Deut. xviii. i^. A 
fraphet Jhall the Lord thy God ralfe up unto 
fbee^ of thy brethren Kke unto me -[•• And 
•certainly, if he was to be like Moies^ he 
could not be God. 

The unitarians argued from Pf. ex. (Thou 
art a priejt fcrr ever after the order of Mel^ 

♦ Ey6) yof £iAtt, frvTi^ Sfa; vpo^ofj 1^ £7^ fjJla rauia^ 3y mknv 

ratHa Seo^ «Vi 3«tf (Tim^tiv iuvdlo^ w. Eufebius Contra Marcel- 
lorn, lib. 2- p- 41* 

"|- Kflu 'BToXiF Je o eufh^ Gtc^oiog picrij 1^ vc/lco; 'vspt eoShi f^, 
Wpo^mi Oi rwf e^tyjfav u/iuv tyt^ti ku^io^ <■;( c/i^ ^ etJia eaaurikp 

iEpiphanius, Haer, 54, Opera, vol. 1. p. 464. 

chizedekj 
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cbizedekj that Cbriji was inferior to McI- 
chizedek *. 

Theodotus argued from If. Hii. in which 
the Meffiah is foretold as to be a thati of jo}^ 
rows, &c. '\^. 

It is remarkable that die wifdom, of 
nvhich Solomon gives a figurative defcrip* 
tion in the book of Proverbs, had been fo 
long interpreted to mean Cbriji, that even 
Marcellus, allowed it, and made ufe of it 
to prove, that Chrifl: was a creature, as the 
Arians did, and thought that it referred to 
his human nature only:};. A much better, 
and a more natural, interpretation is, that it 
has no reference to Chrift at all. 

* Kai A); tivou thIov h fiovov ivvafjuy rivoj cOJ^a j^ fut^oltpw th 

HUtva TO^eati;, S^ey ex p{k th iipnpttw^ ov'tt tipiug tig rov amva 
wOa TDV Toliy MeXxi^3<ex. »; nvoi, fnaiv, eaUw Si tnTci^unoovru 
Mi^x^iieM. Epiphan. Haer. 55* p. 468* 

t £Az aula; nsa)^ pjvri @£oSb7®', o7i iy Eceua; vt^i oJIh epu^ 
fit ovSf 6)^ro$ eny, iSa; UTTuVy av^pwr(^ uiog fepetv fApCKoouoa * ^ 
tsibfjLsv cuHov Ev "vXir/if, ^ sv Houtajti xj ^ifiaain^ nai hh ihffyiffSii. 
Ibid. Haer. 54. p. 466. 

X Tordtwv HB^aXouof vnUi njf 'mafotfAtaf^ h tw oficw mg Sfo- 
^j?^, wnrif> eaJhi wyurwi^ m tnikpog vi/msv wofanto-cu BvXoium^ 

|;ufeb. con. Marccllum, lib. 2. p« 45. 

Dr. 
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Dr. Lardner difcovers traces of Nazarsean, 
or SabcUian interpretations of fcripture in 
Eufebius, which he accounts for by fup- 
poiing^ that they were borrowed from fomc 
other' writer, and inferted into his own 
work, which, he fays, was a frequent me- 
thod with chriftian commentators. He 
gives the following inftances : 

** All the Father's grace was poured out 
•* upon the beloved, for it was the Father 
** that fpake in him/' Again, upon Pf. 
Ixxii. ** This righteoufnefs of the Father is 
** given to the king's fon, of the feed of Da« 
** vid, according to the flefti, in whom, as 
** in a temple, dwelled the word, and wif- 
** dom, and righteoufnefs of God." 

Once more, referring to Ifalah Ixi. i • and 
Luke iv. 18. " fhewing," fays he, ** that 
«* his was not a bodily anointing, like. that 
" of others, but that he was anointed with 
** the fpirit of the Father's deity, and there^ 
"fore called C&r/^*." 

uy yap ^dkp 9^»}sjuv iv viu. Atjhi rosn/v n t» vcSpof iiMcuoffwn ra 
VIA) T8 pcm^^us hidlcu^ Tu £K oTTE^fAcSog Acuni KcQa (TOfMa . £y ^ 
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Well might Gregory Nyffen, and others, 
complain of the advantage which the uni* 
tarians derived from the literal interpre-* 
tation of the New Tejiament, which it is 
hardly poffible to open without finding a 
decifive argument againft the trinitarian 
fyftem. I fhall give fome examples of the 
arguments which the ancient unitarians 
drew from it. 

In proof of the proper unity of God, 
Marcellus argued from Mark xii. 28. There 
is one God^ and there is no other but he ♦• 

The inferiority of the Son to the Father, 
the unitarians proved, from a variety of cir* 
cumftances, one of which was, Chrift being 
called a fervant j and they chofe to adhere 
to that language in fpeaking of Chrift, that 
they might honour the Father. •• On what 

iatffimf^ TO) ii wiVfAclh m( veOftxm SfdM®* MixpWfAsm, mol Jia 
tiHo x^iTweafrntofOfiJxwf, Credibility, vol. 8. p. 82. 

hmn^ eoroiiwy to tv 2«7ifpo; pilor feufScu^ axui Irpw/iK^ >^Eyw^ »v« 
fv^ dfo; ffH £1$ £ri ' nai o^ku xo^m; ttfn^^cu 'snrsvofisyov ' £it a?m^ 
Sno; yctf fiviVn etva^ olt ti^ inv deo^ km w eriv a>^ tnav auk • og 
h ja m; nag iiaSmnf aux^i^ eiScvoi fwrnpiaj slot moi ityiipwavt^ 
w^afflav Sffov BtO^oilai vTroracu mm ii/vofia x^^to/^^*vcv tit traloof. 

Eu&b, £c. TheoL lib. a« cap. 19. p. 131. 

•' acj^ount," 
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«« account/' (ays Chryfoftom, ** do you call 
'* Cbrift a fervant ? That we may honour 
^^ the Father. But the Son fays, that all 
V men may honour the Son, even as (hey 
*« honour the Father ♦/' 

The unitarians urged, that, as a fervant^ 

Chrift Vfz&fent by the Father, being fubje^ 

to his orders. This, they alfo faid, was ^ 

proof that Chrift was not omniprefent. It 

may be curious to fee what Chryfoftom 

faid in anfwer to this argument. ** To be 

•* fent of God," fays he, •* does not imply 

** removal from place to place, but the ma- 

** nifeftation of the oeconomy . Concerning 

** John the Baptift, who was of the earth, 

'* and who appeared upon the earth, the 

** gofpel fays. There was a man fent from 

•* God f." 

9^ fuiv wo( fncof ; ofst troylc; rtfutat rov vtcv MaS^g rifiuai rov 
makpa In Pf. Opera, vol 3. p. lai. 

*t^ 0% TO oTcraxSof va^ rou Sfv, n T))y avn roTntv ug romg 
pLdaraaiv ovifAauni a)0^ tik oucovo/mo; tuv payspuffiv Tlifi luor- 
IV TV fiaxlirou hsyti to BuayytJ^ov m ano yn; ovz^^ km oto y^ ^cae^ 
fpAiHog^ EtsWIo tn&poiiroi «nrcroPy«n^ vofa 9». Ser. 5. 
Opera, vol. 6. p. 59, 

When 
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When the . unitarians were urged witJ[k 
the Father and the Son being faid to be oine^ 
they &id that they were one by confent and 
harmony, and proved it from Chrifl's fay*- 
ing, that his difciples might be one with 
them, as they two were one** 

The reward that was given to Chrifti qi) 
account of his fervices and fufferings, was 
alledged by the ancient unitarians as a proof 
of his having been employed by God as hi3 
fervant, and that he had no dignity before^ 
** The heretics," fays Chryfoftom, ^* urge 
" that Chrift was advanced on account of 
'* his fufferings. But he replies, that men- 
*' tion is made by John of his dignity before 
*' his fufFering -f*/'^ The unitarians like wife 

* Quando igitur ad evertendam naturalem trinitatir 
idcntitatem, hunc locum in medium bsreticus affect^ 
quemadmodum dicens, nos non identitate abfoluta corpo- 
rum> nee animarum alterius in akeram confufione ununt 
fumus ; fed afFedlu charitatis, animarumque ad fervapda 
mandata dei confenfu ; fic et unum filius cum patre eft. 
Cyril Alex, in Joan. lib. 11. p, 987. 

f Aio xou dso( aJlov vTn^v^wrt * 9ia to *8a^^ ai; /u^Sot tv 
vaSov( Itiuiuii aJlu rnv v^ctv. Tlca/ln^ ^»fi cufilmt hoi sMma 
suHm ovo(Aa uztf voy ovofia> b» iv ru ovofJuOi^ hiff'u VOf roaw 

Tov fmy^wy^^^An^ Qf0t^% fvh /biilb to moAo^ /ucSw mCc mr <4^ 



/ 
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urged the Father raifing the Son from the 
dead *. 

The gofpels were thought to farni(h the 
ftrongcft arguments for the fimple humanity 
of Chrift ; and this was urged with the 
more force^ as it was acknowledged by the 
orthodox^ that the three firft gofpels did 
not teach his divinity. But the ancient 
unitarians brought as many arguments from 
the gofpel of John, as from any of the 
others. 

We learn from Epiphanius, that Theo- 
dotus urged, Luke i. 35. The fphit of the 
Lord Jhall come upon tbee^ arguing that he 
did not enter into her, as the orthodox 
fuppofed -f- ; and, John viii. 40* Te 
feek to kill mey a man who told you the 
truth %. Auftin fays, that the Sabellians 

crty. El TQwin fjulot rev rau^ov v^u^y u; yfXEi^ feUt^ 3ia n o /ScwrTi- 
cng Iciicanmi wf o m 'zjo^sj, -ayo nt raupw sheytv, Scr, 4. Opera^ 
vol. 6. p. 33. 

Chryfoftom in Gal. i. Opera, vol. 10. p. 965. 

"t* £/7a, ^rxriy Hoi TO euayri>daf tpt t»i Mapiaj nneufxa twpui 
iTnT^wreloi em jt^Hou hk tiTrt wfevf/a ho^ih ytvnffelai cy ^ot. Haer* 
54. Opera, vol. i. p. 465. 

% Kat 01 am otultt a-ura^tvleg SEo3b7uacyoi, ^Xof oj&ptrttov foff-^ 
kovleg BivM rov xp^rcv^ hoi cx orfTipfAoi®' caiifog ytytni^dm • mla «( 
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urged, John vii. 6. My doSirine is not 

mine*. Bafirs enemies quoted againft him 
John vi, 57. Ilive by the Father -(•.. 

It is remarkable enough, that both Chry- 
foflom and Theophylad: blame Paulus Samo-^ 
fatenfis for making a paufe before the words. 
Marvel not at this ^ John v. 27- as if they would 
conneft them with the account of God's 
giving all judgment to the Son J. For all 

ox^ mpopoffn ry^g eoojltt 'aa^£f3po'7rng raJla saJlu eTrtauftuuv (Twn* 

^rrpf (^(f&ttav u/m XiXa!?^ivia . opoi pio'iv^ d7i oof^potvog ertv. Haer. 
54. Opera, vol. i. p. 463. 

* Udque fl tua do£lrina non eQ tua, O dotnine, cujtis eft 
nifl alius fit cujus fit ? Quod dixilli, Sabelliani non intel* 
ligunt : non cnim trinitatem viderunt, fed fui cordis er- 
rorem fecuti funt. Nos cultores trinitatis et unitatis patris 
ei iilii ^t fpiritas fan£li, ct unius dei, intelligimus de doc- 
trina Chrifti^ quomodo non eft ejus. In John, Tr. 29. 
cap. y. Opera, vol. 9 p. 246. 

tfoi xeu harpefovleg 'jrpof rnv ouaioof o'uvBiinaiy eig ka^atfetriv tyi; ib^ 
in fMnnysvag nfjuv 'afoa^spa^tvy blug titlaaofABVi ttsOa to iuvoScfv nfiiv 
mifXTflu^ffOvIe^ aula , hoi ts^oSlov rtfjuv 'ss^oIiBej^u to, eyco (a iia tcv 
mcOtfa • T»7o yap irtv cy rm 0E7^y Tunf fi( apavov 'stfATTOfASvav Wq 
TAW atriQm aiHu xsxfnfAtvav* Epifi* 141. Opera, vol. 3., 
p. 166. 

X Xfn ii 7(yw«ny oii VlauXof XafAocctiiug i^^iTiOv ov^ttov $07* 
/AcBi(w rev Mupi79 jBwi anytw^t nth to x^*^i "^^ (iaa-iav siomev 

Vol. III. F f ay% 
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bur printed bibles arc now divided, as 
Paulus Sainofatenfis and his followers had 
pointed the paflagc ; and the punctuation 
received by Chryfoftom and Theophyladt is 
followed by no perfon. 

Epiphanius fays that Thcodotus argued 
from Adls ii. 22 • where Peter calls Chrift 
a man approved of God*. And indeed it was 
acknowledged by the orthodox, that, in all 
the period to which the hiftory of Luke 
extends, the apoftles did not openly preach 
fuch offenfive doftrines as thofe of the pre- 
exiftence and divinity of Chrift. 

The unitarians found a variety of folid 
arguments in the apofioltcal epifiles. There 
is hardly any text of which the trinitarians 
avail themfelves more than PhiL ii. 6. Who 
-being in the form ofGod, thought it no rob- 
bery to be equal to God. But even this text 
the ancient unitarians thought favourable 
to themfelves. Epiphanius fays, the here- 

oujloi KM Kptcriv "sjoifiv oil mog av^pwjn tnv . lilaiAci 3c n^wv, ccx 
cCXKrii; apxm CLvsyivucrxe to, (jlyi ^aufjuxtiile TTifa. In John. cap. 3. 
vol. I. p. 632. See Chryfoftom, vol. 8. p. 201. 

* Aa>^, ^a-iVj siTTcv 01 a7rofo>^i^ avij^a aTroJfJktyjtxst'ov tig vfjia; 
aytfjuioi; kJ t£§(X7i x) tat uttov Sw aTroJcJ^iyfOvoy. Hsr. 54. 

Opera, vol. i. p. 467. 

tics 
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tics avail themfelves of this text, *' as if it 
" meant that Chrift would not by robbery 
'* make himfclf equal to God*." i.e. it 
would have been robbery if he had done fo. 
Chryfoftom alfo fays, that the Arians prove 
that Chrift is not God from this text, fay- 
ing, that Chrift being in the form of God, 
did not feize upon an equality with God ; 

Lardner obferves that Origcn underftood 
this text as cxprefllve of the humanity of 
Chrift :{;, and that it feems to have been fo 
underftood in an epiftle from the churches 
of Vienna and Lyons, they fuppofing the 
apoftlc to have meant that to be equals or like 
to God, Chrift did not think a thing to be 
catched at §. 

Theophylaft, commenting on Eph. iv. 6. 
One Godf 'and Father of all, who is above a 11^ 

ix o^TrayfMV Yiyr/rcQo sivm ica Sew, to ^fcv stvai ^iw«, o7i nv. An- 
coratus, ftdt. 45. Opera, vol. 2. p. 56. 

-}• A>X:i Tif ffofoi auluv >Joyo^y xj finv rravavliov ^Eutvucrt, ^rvri • 

1^ fxnv £( nv ^eoi^ vu; ux^v apTrao'M, In Phil. 2. Opera, vol. io« 
p. 1240. 
X Credibility, vol. 3. j. 399. § Ibid. vol. I. p. 339. 

F { z and 
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and through all^ and in you allj obfcrvcs that 
the heretics thought that the prepofition ^ 
{through) was peculiar to the Son, ^nd «' (/;/) 
to the Spirit ; both implying inferiority ; 
whereas he fays they are now both applied 
to the Father*." 

In Coll. i. 15. Chrift is called the Jirjl 
born 0/ every creature. On this Marcellus 
faid, ** How could he who exifted always 
*'* be the firft-born of any thing > but the 
^* firji new man^ in whom God would that 
•* all things fliould be colledked ; the holy 
** fcriptures calling him the firft-born of 
*Mhe creation t." Cyril of Alexandria, 
alfo fays, ** They continually urge the more 
** fimple with the word/r//-^d?r« J." 

m t/io), K' Tuv, Ev, TO} 'mivfioii^ 0)$ tXajloiCtv ivjarfwca . }nn Se t*i 
<cralp< ev^iOKCvlau'sspoa-KUfj.evcu , hjc of a tKotrlujwg, Vol. 2. P- 533* 
t Hci)^ ya^ iuvcQcnty rov av ovIcl, nrpuloloKOv etvou Ttvo;, o^Xa rcff 
mpoilov KMVov av^^uTToVy stg ov tcl 'mavla aafaxt^ao^ouacour^ou cfttXjjSjj 
$Eo; . Tiilov ai Zsiai ypapaa 'srpcololGfav zjaoTii ovOfju^Hai tSiffiuf. 
Eufeb. contra Marcdlum, lib. 2. p.44- 

X Semper infipienter dicunt nomen primogenitus fim- 
plicioribus objicicntcs. De Trinitatc, lib. 4.^ Opera, voL 
2. p. 415. 

z But 
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But the two dccifive texts in proof of 
the unity of God, and the proper humanity 
of Chrift, in this epiftle, are the following : 
Eph. iv. 5. One Lord^ one faith ^ one Ifaptifm^ 
one God and leather of qll^ who is above all^ 
and through all^ and in you all i which was 
urged, as Eufebius informs us, by Marcel- 
lus * ; and i Tim. ii. 5, Inhere is one God, 
and one mediator between God and man, the 
man Chrift Jefus -, which was pleaded 
by the fame-f-. This was alfo alledged 
by PhotinusJ. 

^a ypapa * aulo^ yof ofidfieyBi ^«y, ey sfUH o wdk^^ xayu ttf t» 
val^t ' A h rnh ax earKais hSb aaiunru^ eif >ixf , ibXov [oar] hcu off 

£c. Tlieol. lib. 2. cap. 19. p. 131. 

vpofocifa; xsfla^^&^/JLiwg^ sv re o<; eifvpis^ x; £v ot^ iim tnayti av^ 
'atpi oJIh }iey<ov * a^* o vpoiifYifjtsvog^ P^X'^ '^^^ ayioiv 'apo^Am 
f^iikcoi^ ft); OfTOfpnhv riva x) Xaev^avso'epf m aTroro^a SeoXoyioor 

htng xftro;. Eufeb- Con. Marcelluni) lib. I • p. 28. 

t Hoc fi timemus, deleamus in apoftolo quod diflum 

eft : mediator dei jet-hcmtTtTum homo Chriftus Jefus, quia 

ad authoritatem hxrefis fuae Photinus hoc utitur : et non 

legatur a nobis, quia ab illo male intelligatur. Hil. Ad 

Arianos, Opera, p. 392. 

Ff 3 ILo^y 
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If my TC^cT^ only compare thefe unita- 
rian inicrprciaiicns of fcripturc with thofe 
made by the trinitarians, in a former part 
of the work, he muft be fecfible, without 
any afiidance from me, how infinitely more 
natural tb^fc are than thofe. The wonder 
is, that any other fenfe fbould ever have 
been put upon them. The hiftory, how- 
ever, that 1 have given of the rife of the 
dodrine of the trinity, folves this diffi- 
culty, and fliows the neceffity the trinir 
tarians were under of wrefting the fcrip- 
tures fo miferably as they did. 

fjLtcrtin; Sf« kJ av^pwTiar/ x^irz^ lr.<ni(- Epiphanius, Hacr. 54. 
Opera, vol. i. p. 467. 



PH AP. 



[ 439 ] 



CHAPTER XrX. 

Of the PraSlice of the Unitarians with refpedt 

to Baptifm. 

^T^ H E form of baptifjp^ fuppofed to be 
prefcribed in the gofpel of Matthew^ 
viz. in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit^ and the trine immerfion, 
which was ufed along with it, contri- 
buted very much to eftablifli the dodlrine. 
of the trinity. It was natural enough, there- 
fore, for the unitarians to oppofe this fuper- 
flition by difcontinuing the practice; though 
it is probable that the cuftom itfelf was an 
innovation. That it was .not in ufe from 
.the beginning, is pretty evident from there 
being no trace of it in the New Teftament, 
though we are not able to fay at what time 
it began. However, that many perfons did 
not baptize in this manner, before, as well 
as after, the council of Nice, is evident from 
the decrees of that council, and other pro- 
ceedings 
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teedings of a fimilar nature ; and this was 
the foundation of At different treatment of 
thole who were called heretics, when they 
returned into the bofoni of the church, 
F r if thcv had been baptized in the ufual 
f m their baplifm was deemed to be valid ^ 

• ^v heretical focver the church had been 

• n'hich i^^y ^^^ received it ; but if they 
. j not been baptized in that particular 
f rtn.i^ ^^^ decreed that they ftiould be re- 

fcaprized. 
i|2 what manner the unitarians^ who dif- 

pj-ovcd of the common form, did baptize 

jmx catechumens, does not clearly appear. 

Ogt it (hould fcem that fome of them bap- 

fired in the name of Chrijl only\ and others 

^itio the dcaib of Chrift^ which they pro- 

l^bly adopted from that cxprcflion of the 

jpollle Pail!. Jt appears from Bafil, that 

«• fome held that it was fufiicient to 

•• baptize in the name of Chrill*." And 

xhc canons which arc afcribed to the 

apoftles ord'jred that ** if any bifhop did 

«• not ufe trine iniiriCrfion, but baptized 

pc Sp. S. ci.^. 12. opera, vol. 2. p ;;i5- 



Chap. XIX. by the XJ nit ar tans* 441 

•' only into the death of Chrift, he fliould 
•' be dcpofed*."* 

The Eunomians, Theodoret fays, bap- 
"tized in this form, and alfo did not immerfe 
the whole body, but only applied the water 
to certain parts of it-j*. 

According to Athanafius, all the unita-.* 
rians did not objedl to the common form of 
baptifm j for, he fays, both the Manicheans 
and Paulus Samoiatenfis baptized in the 
common form %. But they muft in general 
have difliked that form ; becaufe it was de- 
creed at the council of Nice, that the Paulia- 
nifts, returning to the church, (hould be 
rebaptized §. Auftin alfo fays, that *• the 

Hodat^ticr^a. Zonaras, p. 26. Canon 50. 

■f Mn xpuMi Xsyuv Tfi; KoQaii/siv Tov fioTflioyxvw^ fin it Toiei&dcu^, 
rm Tin Tftaibg tvuOanffsv . oxx' cnrai fiafTrli^uv ng rov ^avaOov rm 

oMn^ IMOfiOHi TH ffufidlog o»g evayeci v^oa^^etp to i/%0p awayo^amr 
#iy. ♦ FTar. Fab. lib. 4. Opera, vol. 4. p. 356. Ed Hake. 

% OJhi Mcpfixouot kJ ^pvr^i )tj 01 Tn XofMP'oiitu; /moMoi, Ta 
anfuQa Xiyovliiy aisv rrflov eta-tv atpiliHot* Contra Arianos, Or. 
3. Opera, vol. i. p. 413. 

§ n^ Tm Tlou/?uanffavlccv tilx wpoafuyovlicv Tn xadoAotJs sjot>n^ 
eta opoi ehli^ilai cac£a7rli^saiai atJi^g iiaTraal®-. Canon 19. 
2^oaara8f p. 64. 

*' Paulians 
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** Paulians were ordered to be rebaptized 
** by the council of Nice ; from which/' he 
fays, '^ it is evident, that they did not ob- 
** ferve the rule of baptifm^ which many 
** heretics, though they left the catholic 
** church, did *." Pope Innocent alfo 
would not receive the Paulianilts without 
baptizing, '^ becaufe they did not baptize 
'* in the name of the Father, the Son, and 
•* the Spirit, as the Novatians did +." 

* Iftos fane Paulianos baptizandos efle in eccldia catho- 
licaNicaeno concilio conftitutum eft. Unde credendum eft 
eos regukm baptiimatis non tencre, quam fccum muici 
haerctici cum de c itholica difccdcrcnt abftulerunt, eamque 
cuftodiunt. Catjlogus Hser. Opera, vol. 6. p. 30. 

f Unde praediiElus papa Innoccntius, cum de duabus 
haerefibus Paulianiftis videlicet, et Novatianiftis commu- 
niter difputaret, cur a Paulianillis venientes baptizandos 
cffc dccerneret, a Novatianis autem funditus prohibcret, 
caufam his reddidit verbis, diccns : quia P.iuliariiftae, in- 
quit, in nomine patris, et filii, et fpiritus fandli minime 
baptizantur, nee apud idos, videlicet Novatianos, de uni- 
tatc patris et filii, et fpiritus fan£tiquxftio aliquando mo- 
ta ell. Damiani Epift. cap. 23. Bib. pat. App. p. 634. 

Paulianiftx in nomine patris et filii et fpiritus fancti 
minime baptizabant. At Novatiani iifdem nominibus 
tremendis vinerandifque baptizant, nee apud ipfos de uni- 
tatc poteftatis divinae, hoc eft et patris, et filii, ct fpiritus 
fan6li, aliquando quasftio commota eft. Epift. P. Inno- 
centic ad Macedonian Epifcopos, Apud Binnii Concilia, 
vol. I. p. 620. 

. At 
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At a council held at Carthage, in 419^ the 
Paulianifts were ordered to be rebaptized *^. 
And at the council of Conftantinople, the 
Montanifls, Eunomians, and Sabellians, were 
all ordered, after much preparation, in which 
exorcifm was not omitted, to be rebaptized 
when they returned to the catholic churchf • 
This feems to (how, that the unitarians ia 
general, and alfo the: mod zealous Arians, 
refufed to make ufe of the common form of 
baptifm i and it is probable that they con- 
tinued to do fo till a very late period, if^ 
indeed, they ever dropped it. at all. For 
Damafcenus, who wrote in the eighth cen- 

* De Paulianiftis refugientibus ad eccledam catholicam 
definitio prolata eft rebaptizare omnino. Binnli Concilia* 
vol. I. p. 726. 

-)* Euvofuavas fjisvloi rng £i; fjuav xdlahatf fiaifliiofji£VHs<t xau Mev- 

^cOo^iav iiiaaiufflaf^ km ik^a riva y^pCknra *momvlaij kat ra^ cO^aii 
tsoiaoti; cufsaeti {iTreiiri 'sroXT^i Eictv Eylau^a^ fdo^ra ii a^o mg 
TcO^uv xwf^ t^x'^fASKi) *aavlag t«{ vtt aJlm ^iXovlag w^oriSf^- 
Soi, Tn o^So^o|ia ug Exxnvo; hxofAX^d^ mm nvf v^uhfv vfjisfav voiv- 
fjLSv aula; xf **'**v*?> '^^ ^* 3ei/7ffav Mclkx^^y^U f <^« tw '^p^ t^bpM^ 
l^oytsv aulag ixdot th sfA/pvcav rfihv stg to ^foo'a'jrov xm tif ra cSIa^ 
KM alug Kokx^fAiv Mjlag^ km 'sroiafAtv xp^^i^t^ £<( T>fy sKKXno'iaV', km 
wtfoaa^M rm yfafa km roli m^h^ Pa7fliiofxiv» . , Canon 7. 
Zonaras, p. 77. 

tury, 
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tuTYf fays, that ^^ they who had not been 
** baptized into the holy trinity, ought to 
«* be re- baptized ♦.•' It is to be hoped, 
that the unitarians of the prefent age will 
imitate their predecelTors, by baptizing, as 
the apoftles did, in the narnt of Cbrijl only, 
without the invocation of the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoft, or expreifing what they 
apprehend to be the real meaning of that 
phrafeology. 

* At qui in fan£tam trinitatcm mlnime baptizati funt, 
hi denuo baptizentur necefle efi. Orthod. Fid. lib. 3. 
cap. 10. p. 446. 
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